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ABSTRACT 
 
Harvest Hope Park is a brownfield redevelopment project for the University Area 
Community Development Corporation (University Area CDC), a nonprofit organization 
dedicated to the sustainable redevelopment of north Tampa neighborhoods. While the project is 
still in progress, the University Area CDC has noted a lack of community engagement by local 
residents. The neighborhood, sometimes referred to as “suitcase city” because of the presumed 
transient nature of the population, has been plagued with poverty, blight, decay, high crime rates, 
and a lack of basic resources for decades (32 percent of the population in this area lives below 
the 2016 national poverty line). This project examines the importance of community engagement 
and capacity building through the environmental redevelopment of brownfield sites while 
enhancing human-environmental health. The methods used in this research consist of participant 
observation during University Area CDC events, semi-structured interviews with residents and 
University Area CDC staff, and analysis of available University Area CDC documents and data. 
This research identifies the environmental, health, and social impacts of the redevelopment of 
Harvest Hope Park. Results of the research support the hypothesis that engagement of residents 
in brownfield redevelopment projects supports building the foundation for the skills, abilities, 
and resources to advocate for change in their community. 
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CHAPTER 1:  
INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Introduction 
The environmental justice movement emerged from the social justice movement in the 
U.S. when the mainstream environmental movement neglected race and class (Sze and London 
2008). In 1991, the National People of Color organization created the Principles of 
Environmental Justice during the first Environmental Leadership Summit. The resulting 17 
principles define the necessary appreciation for social and environmental relationships to coexist 
sustainably (First National People of Color Environmental Leadership Summit 1991). The 
unified idea behind environmental justice is that “all people and communities are entitled to 
equal protection of environmental and public health laws and regulations” (Bullard 1996:495). 
Many well-known environmental justice cases are related to landfills, toxic waste sites, natural 
resource extraction, transportation projects, and poor water quality (Enzinna 2016; Esquivel 
2015; Frosch 2014; Lurie 2016; Taylor 2014). At the same time, many environmental justice 
cases often involve properties that are also defined as brownfields, or properties with actual or 
perceived contamination (USEPA 2016). Often, the redevelopment of brownfield sites is 
complicated due to contamination resulting in blight in underserved communities. In some cases, 
organizations, investors, and companies accept the challenge to redevelop brownfields to 
increase environmental, health, social, and economic equity in communities. Typically, the 
development process occurs between developers and local officials, but one aspect often missing 
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from the process is participation of community residents (Ashwood et al. 2014). Many 
development and international studies recognize the value of community input for the 
sustainability of redevelopment projects (Flora 2010; Nadasdy 1999). Involving community 
residents in the development process improves social development and maintains sustainability 
after development is complete (Merino et al. 2012: Simmons et al. 2015:25). Community 
participation in redevelopment has the potential to contribute to community capacity, or the 
ability to empower communities to advocate and protect community well-being (Raeburn et al. 
2006). 
My research attempts to identify the social implications of engaging residents in 
brownfield redevelopment projects. Specifically, my research addresses the question: how does 
engaging community residents in brownfield redevelopment processes influence community 
capacity building? In order to answer this research question, I explore the redevelopment efforts 
of a non-profit organization, the University Area Community Development Corporation, Inc. 
(University Area CDC), in engaging community residents in the redevelopment of a brownfield 
site, Harvest Hope Park in unincorporated Hillsborough County, Florida. 
The University Area CDC is a non-profit organization located in the University Area 
Community (UAC) dedicated to providing services to low-income, minority residents, such as 
art programs, recreational services, and affordable housing. The mission of the University Area 
CDC is to serve children and family development, crime prevention and commerce growth while 
its primary focus is the redevelopment and sustainability of the at-risk areas surrounding the 
Tampa campus of the University of South Florida. The University Area CDC’s vision is “to 
function as a change agent in fostering collaborations with community partners to address the 
needs of residents, families and businesses so they can take back the streets of the University 
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Area Community where they can safely grow and prosper for years to come” (University Area 
CDC 2017b). 
Currently, University Area CDC efforts focus on redevelopment projects within the 
community, starting with Harvest Hope Park. Until recently, the park was a vacant property used 
for informal leisure activities. Since the University Area CDC obtained the property in 2014 
from the county, they started developing the property into a new park. The completed phases of 
the project include a community garden, children’s playground, demonstration kitchen, and art 
installations. Future development of the park includes sidewalks, lighting, fishing pond, outdoor 
workout equipment, and walking trails. Designs for the park were generated using community 
recommendations including the children’s playground and art installations. Throughout the 
redevelopment process, I held an intern position for one year at the University Area CDC to 
collect data on how the organization engaged residents in redevelopment efforts. I also attended 
community events and activities to collect data on how residents chose to participate in the 
stages of redevelopment. Using these data, I evaluate if the redevelopment processes surrounding 
Harvest Hope Park developed opportunities for residents to engage in community capacity 
building. 
One of the challenges the University Area CDC has faced in the redevelopment process 
has been a lack of community engagement throughout the process. I contribute the lack of 
community engagement to the lack of trust between residents and authorities. This is evident in 
the strained relationship between UAC residents and the Hillsborough County Sherriff’s Office 
(HCSO). Residents cannot contribute to decision making in the community involving the HCSO 
because of the lack of trust between residents and officers and the lack of information provided 
by the HCSO. HCSO representatives mentioned residents do not know specific things about the 
  4 
HCSO for fear of being a terrorist target. The lack of information available to the public expands 
the gap of trust between officers and residents resulting in a divided and disengaged community. 
The lack of trust between officers and residents can generate distrust in community members, in 
general. One resident explains, “If you look at a cop, you’re considered a snitch.” This path of 
distrust between officers and residents, and among residents further perpetuates insecurities and 
challenges the ability for the community to build capacity in redeveloping the community. 
 
1.2 Organization of Thesis 
 This thesis is organized into eight chapters. Chapter 2 reviews the literature on the 
function of environmental redevelopment in building community capacity in minority and 
underserved communities. In this chapter, I explore the historical roots of environmental justice 
in the United States. I also evaluate the social, health, and environmental impacts in brownfield 
redevelopment and how CDCs, in general, are an agent for building community capacity in 
underserved communities. 
 Chapter 3 outlines the methods I used to collect and analyze data for this research. I 
review my mixed methods approach using participant observation, semi-structured interviews, 
and ground-truthing. I discuss the various University Area CDC documents I derived 
information from on the University Area CDC, UAC, and Harvest Hope Park. I also present the 
Ten Measureable Dimensions of Engaging Communities, including leadership, participation, 
skills, resources, social networks, sense of community, community power, communication, and 
group cohesion (Freudenberg et al. 2011). I employed these dimensions to evaluate the 
University Area CDC’s capability to engage residents. I end the chapter explaining coding 
methods used to analyze collected qualitative data. 
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Chapter 4 examines the historical cultural, social, and environmental trends of the 
University Area Community. I summarize the development of the University Area CDC and the 
expansion of their programs and services. I conclude with introducing Harvest Hope Park and 
the future redevelopment of the property as the main study site of my research. In this chapter, I 
also outline my primary research objectives. 
 Chapter 5 presents the results of resident interviews, data analysis, and participant 
observation. I present data regarding University Area CDC events, such as how many volunteers 
and residents participate and how residents are informed of events. Then, I examine each aspect 
of Harvest Hope Park, including the community garden, playground, pond, sports field, block 
parties, and Art in the Park. Finally, I highlight the current and potential challenges of the 
redevelopment, such as crime and safety.  
 Chapter 6 discusses the results of the collected data presented in the previous chapter. I 
discuss the University Area CDC’s capability to influence community capacity building by 
analyzing residents’ level of engagement, challenges to engaging residents, and measurement of 
meeting basic standards of successful CDCs. Finally, I evaluate the University Area CDC’s role 
in fulfilling the Ten Measurable Dimensions of Engaging Communities through Community 
Participatory Involvement. 
 In chapter 7, I provide a series of recommendations to improve UAC community capacity 
in conjunction with future redevelopment projects hosted by the University Area CDC, including 
skills, communication, leadership and social networks. I also summarize a series of 
recommendations and resources for improving relationships with community residents.  
 Chapter 8 summarizes the major findings and recommendations of my research. I also 
suggest avenues for future research in quantifying community capacity measurements. Finally, I 
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discuss how this research fits into the larger realm of environmental justice studies and applied 
anthropology.  
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CHAPTER 2: 
RECOGNIZING AND REWRITING CONTAMINATED HISTORIES – A 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
2.1 Introduction 
 Blighted space and redeveloped space have the ability to shape community residents’ 
perceptions of place, space, community cohesion, and social distortion in powerful ways (Hinkle 
and Yang 2014). My research draws from the study of environmental justice as a way to identify 
the hazards and benefits of brownfields and brownfield redevelopment processes while providing 
opportunities to generate community capacity building through the structural framework of 
Community Development Corporations (CDCs). I define brownfields as an environmental 
justice case in which communities are burdened by negative social, health, and environmental 
impacts from blighted space (Prulle and Pellow 2006, Sze and London 2008, USEPA 2016). I 
evaluate the importance of community engagement in redevelopment processes in order to 
overcome environmental injustice and build community cohesion. Academic institutions are a 
valuable resource in supporting redevelopment efforts and attracting community engagement 
through Community Based Participatory Research. Within my research, I investigate the 
authoritative role of CDCs in engaging community residents through participating in brownfield 
redevelopment processes in order to combat historical environmental injustice. 
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2.2 Environmental Justice 
 
 Definitions 
Environmental justice contains a variety of terms that are necessary to define in order to 
understand the field and theory as a whole. There are specific understandings and definitions of 
environmental injustice, environmental justice, and environmental racism (Sze and London 
2008). Environmental injustice involves the identification of an environmental problem that 
impacts a minority population with environmental and health burdens (Brulle and Pellow 2006; 
Sze and London 2008). The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) defines environmental 
justice as: 
“The fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people, regardless of race, color, 
national origin, or income in respect to the development, implementation and 
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies. Fair treatment means that 
no population, due to policy or economic disempowerment, is forced to bear a 
disproportionate share of the negative human health or environmental impacts of 
pollution or environmental consequences resulting from industrial, municipal, and 
commercial operations or the execution of federal, state, local, and tribal programs and 
policies” (USEPA 2016). 
Pellow (2000) describes environmental justice as the stage when solutions are developed and 
implemented to address the identified environmental injustice problem (Sze and London 2008). 
Environmental racism is a particular aspect of environmental injustice that specifically defines 
the distribution of environmental benefits and pollution burdens as unequally distributed based 
on race (Sze and London 2008). 
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 Anthropologists in the field of environmental justice take a variety of approaches. 
Checker (2007) argues for more inclusive environmental risk assessments including resident 
participation in identifying health impacts related to environmental hazards. Little (2012) 
examines the emotional ecology of risk mitigation in an environmental injustice case in Endicott, 
New York. Singer (2011) documents the lived experiences of residents living in the Chemical 
Corridor of Louisiana. Moberg (2002) explores the structural violence in environmental justice 
when corporations dominate the conversation over environmental solutions with community 
residents in Axis, Alabama. Overall anthropologists’ focus is to document injustices in 
communities and critique institutionalized attempts to address environmental injustice. 
 
History 
Arguably, one of the first cases to highlight environmental justice in the United States is 
Warren County v. North Carolina, 1981. Residents of Warren County, North Carolina protested 
the construction of a chemical-waste landfill near Afton, NC by laying face up in the street while 
a dump truck filled with PCB-contaminated soil moved towards them. The landfill was 
scheduled to bury 400,000 cubic yards of soil contaminated with PCBs (LaBalme 1988). 
Residents fought the proposed landfill by hiring Dr. Charles Mulchi, a soil expert from the 
Department of Agronomy at the University of Maryland, to conduct soil testing on the proposed 
landfill site. Mulchi’s research argued the soil at the proposed landfill site did not meet EPA 
standards for designated chemical-waste landfills. In the case Warren County v. North Carolina, 
1981 Warren County argued the landfill was a public nuisance and the approval process of the 
site was defective by allowing impermissible waivers of EPA regulations (Taylor 2014). Despite 
efforts by Warren County residents, the court ruled in favor of North Carolina stating the 
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environmental impact statement and landfill designs provided sufficient details and met the 
regulatory requirements (Warrant County v. North Carolina 1981). Residents continued protests 
until the landfill was capped in November 1982, but problems with the landfill started prior to 
1982. A hurricane and heavy rains caused erosion and the accumulation of water into the landfill, 
leading to residents noticing bubbles in the liner and hearing noises coming from the landfill 
(Exchange Project 2006; LaBalme 1988).  
 What makes the case in Warren County so important to the development of 
environmental justice is the role it played in questioning the location of hazardous waste sites in 
predominantly Black communities. In 1987, the United Church of Christ Commission for Racial 
Justice conducted a national study on race and the increased likelihood of living close to 
hazardous facilities and toxic waste sites. The executive summary found that “race proved to be 
the most significant variable tested in association with the location of commercial hazardous 
waste facilities” (United Church of Christ 1987). The report also found that three out of every 
five Black and Hispanic Americans and almost half of all Asian/Pacific Islanders and American 
Indians lived in communities with hazardous waste sites. Other reports have also concluded 
minorities, indigenous people, people of color, and low-income communities face a greater 
burden of environmental exposure from air, water, and soil pollution from industrialization, 
militarization, and consumer practices (Florida Statutes 1998; United Church of Christ 1987; 
U.S. General Accounting Office 1983). African Americans have high rates of asthma, cancer, 
lead poisoning, infant mortality, PCB exposure, and lower life expectances while Latino children 
are at high risk for asthma, lead poisoning, contaminated water, pesticides, and mercury 
compared to their white counterparts (Bullard 1993; Natural Resource Defense Council 2004; 
Williams 1995). In 1992, the EPA published a report entitled Environmental Equality: Reducing 
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Risk for All Communities. The report was the first official acknowledgment of environmental 
justice by a federal agency and was important in the creation of Executive Order 12898 (USEPA 
1992). Executive Order 12898: Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, was signed on February 11, 1994 by President Bill 
Clinton to ensure all Federal agencies take environmental justice concerns into account in all 
policy making practices (Clinton 1994). 
 
 Causes of Environmental Injustice 
 Evans and Kantrowitz (2002) found a relationship between race and class characteristics 
of a community and levels of exposure to environmental risk. When examining proximity to 
hazardous waste sites, exposure to air and water pollution, high levels of ambient noise, 
residential crowding, quality of housing, quality of local schools, and work environment, 
residents of low socioeconomic status and color are exposed to higher levels of environmental 
risks (Evans and Kantrowitz 2002). Mohai, Pellow and Roberts (2009) also found communities 
with low-levels of voting behavior, home ownership, wealth, and disposable income are more 
vulnerable to environmental injustice and highly correlate with race. 
 Brulle and Pellow (2006) argue environmental inequality is caused by the functioning of 
the market economy. They suggest that the treadmill of production requires energy and materials 
from the environment to make goods to sell for capital investment (Brulle and Pellow 2006:108). 
Industries capitalize on investments by seeking the path of least resistance in communities with 
the inability to resist environmental and health hazards (Bullard 1987; Ringquist 2003). At the 
same time, social and economic benefits of manufacturing and capitalism are unevenly 
distributed to affluent communities (Brulle and Pellow 2006:108). Within this system of 
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production, the politics of the distribution of goods and the politics of environmental pollution 
merges to create environmental injustice (Brulle and Pellow 2006:108).  
 Despite the social and economic theories of environmental justice, there are frameworks 
to further understand the characteristics of communities in relation to environmental justice. 
Pellow’s (2000) Environmental Inequality Framework consists of three concepts: 1) 
environmental injustice is not a singular event, but has a political, social, and economic history, 
2) environmental injustice is a result of decisions made by all people involved, and 3) a life cycle 
perspective is needed to fully understand the distribution of costs and benefits related to the 
production and consumption of hazards (581). The examination of race or class is not enough to 
define an environmental injustice struggle, but researching positionality and the structures which 
render a person poor or marginalized better define environmental injustice struggles (Pulido and 
Pena 1998). Positionality is the result of a person’s personality characteristics, such as gender, 
age, sex, socioeconomic status, and racial identity that influence their explanatory models of 
environmental injustice (Pulido and Pena 1998). Mainstream environmentalists hold different 
positions than individuals in environmental injustice communities, resulting in framing their 
struggles within the environment differently (Pulido and Pena 1998). Because race and class are 
experienced in conjunction with other identities, examining positionality allows a more nuanced 
analysis of how an individual experiences and responses to marginalization (Pulido and Pena 
1998). At the same time, anthropologist Le Meur (2015) explains positionality as a way to 
navigate social relationships in institutionalized environmental processes. Building on 
characteristics of positionality can allow community residents to combat environmental injustice. 
Positionality has the ability to constrain and liberate community residents in requesting 
environmental change in their neighborhoods. In the United States, environmental injustice is 
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caused by a variety of things. Taylor (2014) suggests environmental injustice in the United States 
is the implication of current and historical internal colonialism, disproportionate siting, such as 
red lining, market dynamics, zoning, and the treadmill of production. 
 
2.3 Brownfields 
 
Definitions 
There are many terms to describe brownfields, including urban wastelands, previously 
used land, and abandoned or derelict land (Atkinson et al. 2014). In the United States the EPA 
defines a brownfield as “a property, the expansion, or reuse of which may be complicated by the 
presence or potential presence of a hazardous substance, pollutant or contaminant” (USEPA 
2016). The presence or perceived presence of a contaminant can be the result of previous 
manufacturing industries, such as abandoned textile mills, gas stations, drycleaners, factories, 
and warehouses (Cardno n.d.a; ESciences n.d.; FDEP n.d.b.). In the United States, there are more 
than 450,000 brownfields sites, and over 250 brownfield sites within the state of Florida (FDEP 
n.d.a; USEPA 2016). 
In the United Kingdom brownfields are more commonly defined as previously developed 
land, which includes land that currently is or previously was occupied by a permanent structure, 
but excludes agricultural land or forestry buildings, private residential gardens, parks, and 
recreational properties (Ministry of Housing 2012, 2017). Unlike the United States EPA 
definition, the United Kingdom definition is void of mentioning any type of contamination 
associated with previous use of land. The European Union contains a multidisciplinary network 
of expert stakeholder groups responsible for developing new solutions for urban brownfields, the 
  14 
Concerted Action on Brownfield and Economic Regeneration Network (CABERNET) (Eugris 
2007). CABERNET expands on the United Kingdom definition of brownfields stating 
brownfield sites “have been affected by the former uses of the side and the surrounding land; are 
derelict or underused; have real or perceived contamination problems; are mainly in developed 
urban areas; require intervention to bring them back to beneficial use” (Rizzo et al. 2015). This 
definition extends beyond the United States EPA definition by highlighting geographical areas 
impacted by brownfields and the benefit of brownfield remediation. Much like the European 
Union, Canada’s definition of brownfields also speaks to the history of industrial land use in the 
creation of contamination and brownfields, “abandoned, idle or underutilized commercial or 
industrial properties where past actions have caused environmental contamination, but which still 
have potential for redevelopment or other economic opportunities” (Canadian Institute for 
Environmental Law and Policy 2017). One factor missing from both the European and Canadian 
definition of brownfields is the perceived notion of contamination found in the United States 
definition. Overall the concept is clear that contamination, whether perceived or proven, and land 
use history are key characteristics in defining brownfields in the United States, European and 
Canadian contexts. 
 
Types of Redeveloped Brownfields 
Brownfields provide opportunities for redevelopment. Some of the benefits of brownfield 
redevelopment include job creation, increased tax base, cleanup of contaminated sites, blight 
elimination, and community revitalization (Cardno n.d.a.; ESciences n.d.). One type of 
brownfield redevelopment are health fields.  This type of brownfield redevelopment focuses on 
creating spaces to promote healthy activities or provide access to health resources (Ballogg 
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2017). Examples include community health centers, fresh food grocery stores, parks, sports 
fields and leisure areas (Mathey et al. 2015). Another type of brownfield redevelopment is 
greenfields. Greenfields are natural environmental spaces accessible to residents as recreational 
spaces that also provide protection to environmental habitats and corridors for wildlife (Cilliers 
et al. 2015). Greenfields provide environmental benefits by reducing urban expansion, traffic 
proximity, and loss of greenspace. Low-intervention greenfields are an example of how 
environmental design is combined with social functionality in redevelopment projects (Mathey et 
al. 2015). One example of this redevelopment model is the Ruhr Valley in Germany (Henne 
2005). Another example of greenfields are cultural venues where open greenspace is used for 
public events. The development of greenfields enhances redeveloped brownfield sites, and 
increases the awareness of brownfield potential (Mathey et al. 2003; Mathey et al. 2015). 
Playfields are another type of brownfield redevelopment that combine aspects of health fields 
and greenfields. Playfields use natural environment spaces for physical and recreational 
activities. Tester and Baker (2009) found the introduction of playfields in underdeveloped and 
underserved communities resulted in increased physical activity in all genders and ages. Another 
type of brownfield redevelopment is urban resource production. Mathey et al. (2015) describes 
three examples of this type of development: urban agriculture, urban woodland, and urban 
gardens. Urban agriculture involves planting renewable agricultural resources to generate 
pasturelands, sources of grass cuttings, corn mazes, and paddocks. Urban woodland use involves 
replanting and growing trees, either for reforestation or artificial woodland sites. Urban gardens 
are used to provide community food sources while decreasing food costs and promoting 
community cohesion (Gough and Accordino 2013). Finally, commercial redevelopment is the 
most common form of brownfield redevelopment. It creates new jobs, invests in the future of 
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communities and economic development, and eliminates negative impacts of a brownfields 
contaminated history (Bartek 2013). 
 
Brownfield Remediation Process 
Brownfield consultant company, Cardno (n.d.b), outlines the brownfields lifecycle in the 
United States in four stages: grants and incentives, site assessment and remediation, planning, 
and site development. The first stage, identifying grants and incentives, requires securing 
funding sources for evaluating the property, developing a redevelopment plan, and implementing 
the redevelopment plan. Federal and state funding can be acquired through the EPA. The EPA 
provides assessment grants for assessing brownfield properties, cleanup grants for completing 
the clean-up process of contaminated brownfield sites, area-wide planning grants for conducting 
research and training to develop and implement strategies in identifying and cleaning-up key 
brownfield sites, job training grants for training local residents in environmental technician 
occupations, and revolving loan funds that provide low-interest loans for brownfield clean-up 
processes (Cardno n.d.a.; ESciences n.d.).The second stage, site assessment and remediation, is 
the process of identifying and quantifying the physical contamination of a brownfield site. Tools 
used to complete this stage include Phase I and Phase II Environmental Site Assessments, 
archaeological and cultural resource assessments, asbestos and lead screening, air quality studies, 
vapor intrusion evaluations, surveying, and wetland delineations (Cardno n.d.b). A Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment is a general report identifying environmental conditions or 
labilities based on the property history (Bureau Veritas n.d.b). A Phase II Environmental Site 
Assessment is performed to confirm the presence of contamination in soil or groundwater at a 
brownfield site (Bureau Veritas n.d.c). The third stage, planning, is the development of the 
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redevelopment design through budgeting, community outreach, site planning, feasibility and 
market studies, zoning and land use, subsurface utility impact evaluation, and storm water 
planning (Cardno n.d.b). The final stage, site development, is the physical redevelopment of the 
site and may include processes in LEED certification, lifecycle cost analysis, water conservation, 
assemblage of properties, conceptual site design, landscape architecture, permitting, construction 
support, and utilities design and engineering (Cardno n.d.b). The final stage also involves the 
remediation of contaminants at a site through sediment remediation, solidification and 
stabilization, groundwater treatment and control, vapor intrusion mitigation, and soil sealants 
(CETCO n.d.). There are a variety of restoration techniques used in the remediation process, 
including pump and treat techniques, soil and vapor extraction, bioventing, excavation and 
disposal, soil washing, carbon adsorption, spray irrigation, and capping with clay liners (CETCO 
n.d.; HSW n.d.). Cardno, along with a variety of other environmental consulting agencies, 
provide a variety of services within the outlined stages of brownfield redevelopment. Services 
range throughout the redevelopment process, from ecosystem restoration and management, 
environmental justice and assessment of environmental public health risks, public health 
monitoring and planning, remediation designs, preparation and oversight to green building 
services, aquatic toxicity, landfill monitoring, leak detection and repair, and underground storage 
tank analysis (Bureau Veritas n.d.a.; ECT n.d.a.; Pace Analytical n.d.). 
 
Environmental Benefits of Brownfield Redevelopment 
Brownfield redevelopment benefits the environment by reducing or eliminating blight, 
protecting the environment by utilizing existing infrastructures, reducing urban sprawl, and 
increasing beautification (Ribeiro n.d.). Specifically, the development of parks protects 
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environmentally sensitive areas. For example, flood plains in parks are used to store storm water 
and reduce flooding while being protected from unsuitable development (Merriam 2016). Also, 
protection of groundwater recharge areas and flood plains provide areas for storm water to 
absorb into the ground and filter non-point source pollutants, preventing them from entering 
bodies of water (Merriam 2016). Urban greening reduces the effects of urban heat islands by 
reducing environmental temperatures. Bowler et al. (2010b) found, on average, a park is 0.94 
degrees C cooler than built environments, such as apartment complexes and parking lots. Shade 
from tree canopies in parks mitigate urban heat islands and absorb carbon dioxide and pollutants 
from the air (Merriam 2016; USEPA 2015b). At the same time, the redevelopment of 
brownfields into greenfields mitigate the effects of climate change by lowering temperatures and 
chaining rainfall patterns (Mathey et al. 2015). 
 
Health Benefits of Brownfield Redevelopment 
Brownfield greening provides mental and physical health benefits. Living near urban 
greenfields is associated with increased physical activity, positive health behaviors, and 
improved health outcomes (Ellaway et al. 2005; Giles-Corti et al. 2005; Mass et al. 2006; 
Merriam 2016). Redeveloped brownfields have the potential to combat heart disease, obesity, 
diabetes, osteoporosis, and some cancers that are attributed to the poor quality of urban 
environments (Barton 2010; Coutts 2016; Douglas 2017; Lake and Townshed 2006; Latkin and 
Aaron 2003). Specifically, in children access to greenfields for safe physical activity lowers rates 
of obesity and excessive screen time from televisions, computers, and cell phones (Dadvan et al. 
2014; Merriam 2016). Pregnant mothers with access to greenfields lower the odds of premature 
birth and lower infant mortality through physical activity, stress reduction, and social interaction 
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(Dadvan et al. 2012; Hystad et al. 2015; Kihal-Talantikite et al. 2013). Increased access to 
greenfields and safe physical activity for residents of all ages reduces cardiovascular disease risk 
and mortality (Bosh and Sang 2017; Hu et al. 2008; Hupin et al. 2015; Ippoliti et al. 2013; Lavie 
et al. 2015; Lu et al. 2013; Mitchel and Popham 2008; Richardson and Mitchell 2010; WHO 
2006).  
Aside from greenfields providing protective measures against infections, autoimmune 
disorders, and chronic illness, they also improve cognitive development (Dadvan et al. 2015; 
Rook et al. 2014; Rook et al. 2015). Parks reduce the risk of stress, symptoms of depression, 
psychiatric morbidity, distress and anxiety in adults by developing social support among 
residents (Annerstedt et al. 2012; Astell-burt et al. 2014; Douglas et al, 2017; Fan et al. 2011; 
Nutsford et al. 2013). Urban greenfields promote mental health by reducing anger and sadness 
(Bosch and Sang 2017; Bowler et al. 2010a; Gascon et al. 2016; Kaczynski and Henderson 
2007; McMahan and Estes 2015; Sugiyama et al. 2010). Noise is a particular health problem 
linked to mental and physical health issues (WHO 2011). Greenfields have the potential to 
address physical and mental health issues by reducing noise, but in cases of increased traffic, 
negative impacts are possible. 
 
Social Benefits of Brownfield Redevelopment 
One of the largest social impacts of brownfield redevelopment into greenfields or health 
fields is the impact on safety, security, and crime. Greening spaces is associated with enhanced 
sense of safety and feeling of security (Garvin and Branas 2012). Specifically, greening vacant 
lots reduce violent crimes (Branas et al. 2011; Garvin et al. 2013). Kondo et al. (2016) studied a 
greening program in Ohio resulting in statistically significant reductions in felony assaults, 
  20 
burglary, robberies, and an overall reduction of violent crime. Another study conducted in 
Philadelphia found the remediation of vacant lots associated with the reduction of gun assaults 
and vandalism and improved health indicators with less stress and more exercise (Branas et al. 
2011). The remediation of vacant lots and brownfields show promising results in declining crime 
and providing health and environmental impacts (Kondo et al. 2015a; Kondo et al. 2015b). 
 
2.4 Building Community Capacity 
 
 Definitions 
 Community engagement or participation is the process of community members working 
within groups affiliated by geographic location, special interest, or similar situation to address 
issues affecting the well-being in the community (CDC 1997). For example, in the Warren 
County environmental injustice case, residents engaged in protest over the shared burden of 
environmental and health hazards in their community. Community capacity is defined by two 
aspects: 1) the characteristics of a community that impact the communities’ ability to identify, 
mobilize and address social problems, and 2) the cultivation and use of knowledge, skills, 
systems, and resources to impact community and individual changes relevant to community 
related goals and objectives (McLeroy 1996; Rogers et al. 1995). Community capacity goes 
beyond resident participation with the goal of influencing public decision-making processes 
(Flynn et al. 1994). There are three key dimensions of community capacity, 1) the role of assets 
and empowerment, 2) the role of bottom-up, community-determined processes and agendas, and 
3) the processes for developing community competence to protect community well-being 
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(Raeburn et al. 2006:86). Overall, community capacity requires community-driven action using 
collective skills, resources, and knowledge.  
  
Importance of Community Engagement in Brownfield Redevelopment 
Redeveloping brownfields comes with various challenges, one being community 
engagement. Low levels of community engagement in redevelopment projects can be a result of 
rapid demographic change in communities (Freudenberg et al. 2011). Involving community 
input in the early stages of planning projects avoids challenges of integrating community 
members in the process later (Pippin 2011). Although brownfield redevelopment typically takes 
place between developers and local officials, many development and international studies 
recognize the value of community input for the sustainability of redevelopment projects (Flora 
2010; Nadasdy 1999). Community involvement in redevelopment improves social development 
and economic growth while maintaining sustainability through development projects by 
providing the opportunity for developing place attachment or identity to the environment, 
increasing the local tax base, and facilitating job growth (Altman and Low 1992; Merino et al. 
2012; Ribeiro n.d.; Simmons et al. 2015; Twigger-Ross and Uzzell 1996;). Within development, 
a lack of community input may result in friction between authoritative knowledge and local 
knowledge. Authoritative knowledge constrains local knowledge and participation in 
redevelopment by excluding communities in redevelopment planning processes (Ashwood et al. 
2014). Problems and solutions identified by local officials are unlikely to result in beneficial 
outcomes without the participation of the community in the planning process (Felten 2006; 
Pippin 2011). Local knowledge also identifies shortcoming in authoritative knowledge 
development schemes (Ashwood et al. 2014). 
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Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECT) is an environmental consulting 
agency that provides one example of how to engage communities in redevelopment projects. 
Outreach initiatives involve identifying key stakeholders and government agencies, and engaging 
in community involvement opportunities and events (ECT n.d.b). Community dialogue is 
established through emails, newsletters, public announcements, public meetings, surveys, 
maintenance of a project website, and organization of community events (ECT n.d.b). Residents 
are engaged throughout the development processes, from developing maps, photos, interpretive 
guides, handouts, websites, and simulations and renderings of final projects (ECT n.d.b). 
Anthropologists suggest involving the community in decision-making processes in brownfield 
redevelopment projects using participatory action research, establishing relationships with 
community partners, and establish project websites (Simmons 2010; Whiteford and Vindrola-
Padros 2016) 
 
Engaging Communities in Building Community Capacity 
Freudenberg et al. (2011) provides a definition of community capacity, but also identifies 
ten measurable dimensions of community capacity: leadership, participation, skills, resources, 
social and organizational networks, sense of community, community power, communication, 
group cohesion, and community capacity. Leadership is the number of residents holding a 
leadership role, while participation is the general number of individuals participating in the 
community on various levels. Skills include the knowledge and abilities of community residents. 
Resources are the human, social and financial resources of community members. Social and 
organizational networks are networks of support for community residents in engagement. Sense 
of community includes the feelings of connection, support, and collective problem solving 
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between residents. Community power is the community’s ability to influence decisions, 
partnerships, and policies. Communication is the scope of written and verbal communication 
within community initiatives. Group cohesion is the sense of belonging to the community. 
Community capacity is the acknowledgement of a community’s historical narrative to social, 
health, and environmental benefits and challenges (Freudenberg et al. 2011). 
Building community capacity is challenged by the idea of class consciousness. Class 
consciousness is economically based, meaning individuals of similar economic classes limit their 
social networks to members of similar economic means and social values. This results in 
communities of low-economic status lacking community participation in stakeholder decision 
making processes (Lewis 1997; Rodman 1968). Despite the challenge of class consciousness in 
building community capacity, there are recommended actions to enhance community capacity. 
Some recommended activities include training community residents leadership skills, providing 
incentives for participation and conducting community outreach, exchanging skills with residents 
and providing resources to build skills, provide connections to external resources outside the 
community, supporting resident coalitions, building a sense of community through community 
events and creating safe spaces to voice concerns, studying and understanding historical social, 
health and environmental issues, supporting research and understanding to residents on 
concerning issues, defending community values, and analyzing and reflecting on successes and 
limitations to community and organizational efforts (Freudenberg et al. 2011).  
Intervention strategies also increase community capacity, depending on the specific 
community and challenges. In building leadership, training is beneficial to informing community 
residents of knowledge and skills that enable participation while technical training can be used to 
support residents in searching and determining valuable information and skills in order to 
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participate in decision-making processes. For example, providing environmental education on 
the topic of brownfields teaches residents the definition of brownfields, how to identify them, 
and how redevelopment works, resulting in residents applying that knowledge to influence 
decision-making in relation to redevelopment in their communities (Solitare and Lowrie 2012). 
Community-based participatory research is valuable to building community capacity by allowing 
residents to select community issues for research, design studies, analyze findings, and present 
results. Community Participatory Involvement (CPI) is another method successful in building 
community capacity (Whiteford and Vindrola-Padros 2016). CPI provides residents with 
valuable resources in identifying community needs and gathering appropriate information to 
support the identification and solutions of needs. Founded on the concepts of equity and equality, 
CPI develops participatory empowerment of community residents (Whiteford and Vindrola-
Padros 2016). Empowerment approaches allow residents to gain mastery over their lives by 
changing the social and political environment to improve the quality of life within the 
community. Community organizing and social action enables residents to make demands on 
larger outside communities for resources and equitable opportunities. An authentic participation 
process is beneficial in attracting community involvement by providing information and 
resources on participation opportunities and benefits (Freudenberg et al. 2011).  
There are a few key concepts of CPI that apply to my research: community participation, 
ethnography, non-formal education, and structural violence. Community participation is based 
on assumption that community possesses the necessary information on their own history, 
resources and problems, and ultimately is responsible for accepting and sustaining development 
projects (Whiteford and Vindrola-Padros 2016). Ethnography not only builds rapport with 
community residents, but provides the opportunity for residents and researchers to develop a 
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reciprocal relationship in learning about each other personally (Whiteford and Vindrola-Padros 
2016). Non-formal education is based on the idea that education has the ability to provide 
awareness of injustices and inequalities in communities and identifies tools to challenge these 
inequalities. Education provides the necessary skill sets to build leadership capacity within 
community development. Structural violence identifies the macro- and micro- level institutions 
influenced by historical and economic forces that ultimately shape community and institutional 
development (Whiteford and Vindrola-Padros 2016). CPI provides an anthropological 
framework for encouraging community participation in research and provides suggestions to 
strengthening the efforts to build community capacity. 
  
University Engagement in Building Community Capacity  
Community partnerships benefit community capacity building in local communities 
through promoting social and economic development (Merino et al. 2012; Shiel et al. 2016). 
Specifically, universities further the creation of community capacity by contributing to 
communities with research, technical skills, human resources, and knowledge (Shiel et al. 2016). 
Collaborative knowledge production has the ability to focus and address the inequitable 
distribution of power and resources in marginalized communities (Schensul 2010). Sustainable 
development of community capacity through university engagement is two-fold. On one hand, 
community capacity is strengthened within the university structure through educating students on 
addressing challenges and gaining environmental justice consciousness using community and 
university resources. On the other hand, universities contribute to building community capacity 
with stakeholders in the community and within the community. Universities play an important 
role in bridging the gap between communities and local stakeholders, such as local government, 
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voluntary organizations, local businesses, and planning officials whom are responsible for 
promoting community engagement, but may not understand communities or engagement 
practices and concepts (Berke and Conroy 2000). The merging of universities and communities 
provide students with experiences in the community, provides university expertise to the 
community, and increases community members’ access to university resources (Shiel et al. 
2016). Schensul (2010) summarizes the taxonomy of engaged scholarship: public scholarship, 
public information networks, civic literacy, transformative engagement, and action research. 
Public scholarship is the creation of knowledge by scientists in the interest of the public that is 
informed by participatory democracy. Public information networks provide data bases of 
activities in engaged scholarship. Civic literacy develops skills relevant to political participation 
and decision-making processes. Transformative engagement develops collaborative relationships 
between universities and organizations. Action research transforms the relationship between 
oppressed communities and the organizations that serve them through collaborative research. 
The benefits of engaged scholarship are the development of leadership and facilitation skills, 
organizational interconnectedness, a sense of community, and the understanding of community 
history and power (Schensul 2010). Examples of university engagement in community 
development include service-learning mentoring, supporting niche populations like elderly 
people, supporting community arts, addressing environmental and health concerns, toxic tours, 
collaborative research, and coursework rooted in community engagement (Shiel et al. 2016; 
D’Arcangelis and Sarathy 2015). Academic communities are valuable in exposing organizations 
to new concepts of understanding, research, evaluation tools, development of interventions, 
while providing access to funding opportunities and resources otherwise unavailable (Coulter et 
al. 2016; Babic 2005; Cheminais 2009). At the same time, university engagement has the ability 
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to partner with marginalized voices in collaborative research and shift power to the community 
(Schensul 2010). 
 
2.5 Community Development Corporations (CDCs) 
 
 Definitions 
 Community Development Corporations (CDCs) are vital organizations in implementing 
change and redevelopment in underserved communities. They also have the ability to generate 
community capacity building between residents. CDCs are non-profit organizations responsible 
for providing services focused to address the needs of residents in underserved communities, 
such as affordable housing, credit counseling, and social services (Green and Haines 2002; 
Silverman 2001; Steinbach 2003). Stoecker (1996) describes CDCs as the vehicle to aid in self-
help efforts because residents find an outlet for their concerns through CDCs (Glasser and Yavuz 
2003). At the same time, not all CDCs are the same. They vary in size, services, activities, 
resources, and staff, making them unique to their communities (Gittell and Wilder 1999). 
 There is a specific definition and measurement of mature, community-based 
organizations. According to Clay (1995), mature organizations have a defined mission, 
experienced staff, adequate operating and capital resources, a professional and active board, and 
community support. There are five characteristics that make a successful, mature CDC: 1) 
budget and staff, 2) prioritization of activities, 3) programmatic and project experience, 4) 
leadership stability, 5) clarity of community development strategies (Vidal 1992; 1997). 
According to Gittell and Wilder (1999), a CDC’s success is determined by four characteristics: 
1) mission – a set of basic goals that reflect an assessment of community needs and priorities, 2) 
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organizational competency – having a strong staff and board with the ability to engage in 
planning, community organizing, fund-raising, and project development, 3) political capital – 
providing leadership skills and access to resources and decision makers to a group of organized 
community members in order to advocate their interests, 4) funding – diversified funding streams 
in order to reduce program vulnerability to cut-backs and political impacts. Finally, a CDC’s 
success can be measured by their contribution to improving resident access to financial resources 
(grants, public and private funding streams), physical resources (housing, and recreational 
facilities), human resources (social services, public safety, job training, education services), 
economic opportunities (employment, business ownership), and political power and influence 
(Gittell and Wilder 1999). 
 
History of CDCs 
 In the 1960s, CDCs emerged from political advocacy, civil rights, and religious 
movements in the form of grassroots organizations with the goal of providing a voice to 
underserved communities (Gittell and Wilder 1999; Steinbach 2003). In the 1960s, the main 
focus was housing and commercial projects, and human services projects (Gittell and Wilder 
1999).  Due to increased Federal funding for low-income housing development in the 1970s, the 
focus shifted to combating bank redlining practices, urban renewal, and physical displacement 
projects (Keating 1989). In the 1980s, the Regan Administration reduced federal funding for 
community development, so CDCs pursued new and diversified funding sources, such as 
partnerships with corporations, foundations, and local and state governments (Gittell and Wilder 
1999; Vidal 1992). Fortunately, Federal funding expanded in the 1990s with the creation of the 
Community Development Block Grant and tax credit programs, allowing CDCs to expand 
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development efforts (Gittell and Wilder 1999). Since the 1990s, CDC development has 
continued to expand. Today, more than 2,000 CDCs in the United States have produced an 
average of 30,000-40,000 additional affordable housing units each year, while generating over 
90,000 jobs and 23 million square feet of commercial and industrial space (Gittell and Wilder 
1999; NCCED 1995). 
 
Florida Support and Assistance Program 
 Within the Florida Support and Assistance Program, Section 290.033, Florida State 
defines CDCs as “community-based organizations that are committed to enhancing community 
well-being and facilitate or financially support revenue-generating business for the purpose of 
community and economic development” (OPPAGA 1998). In order to receive funding from the 
Florida Support and Assistance Program, a CDC must be a non-profit organization or a local 
development company that is certified eligible to participate in the Federal Small Business 
Administration Loan Program.  
 The purpose of the Florida Support and Assistance Program is to “assist community 
development corporations in undertaking community development projects. These projects are to 
foster industry, commerce, employment, and improve Florida” (OPPAGA 1998). The 
Department of Community Affairs is in charge of administering the Community Development 
Corporation Support and Assistance Program in three ways: administrative grants, project 
development loans, and technical assistance. Administrative grants help pay the overhead 
expenses for CDCs, including staff salaries and office space rental. Considering only 18 CDCs in 
Florida receive administrative grants, the process is competitive (OPPAGA 1998). Project 
Development Loans are zero interest loans to establish new businesses, assist existing 
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businesses, or fund new construction or the rehabilitation of affordable housing. The loans are 
often used in conjunction with federal, state, local, and private rehabilitation program funds 
(OPPAGA 1998). Technical assistance is funding to assist in training CDCs in providing 
technical assistance to staff, including training seminars, providing management advice, and 
referring CDCs to additional resource of information and services (OPPAGA 1998). Since most 
of the Florida Support and Assistance Program funding focuses on commercial and housing 
development, many Florida CDCs concentrate on commercial and housing redevelopment 
projects.  
 
Challenges Faced by CDCs 
There are a series of bureaucratic processes that inhibit CDCs’ abilities to engage 
communities in meaningful community development. First, CDCs are subject to success or 
failure based on capital and are challenged with operating on small and unpredictable budgets 
(Gittell and Wilder 1999; Stoecker 1997). Planning processes for development projects start 
prior to applying and securing funding sources. If funding is not received, another project 
presented to the public goes unfinished. Unpredictable funding streams disrupt development 
processes and generates distrust between community residents and CDCs (Stoecker 1997). If 
funding is obtained for projects, further challenges arise. As demonstrated in the Florida Support 
and Assistance Program, most funding supports economic growth or housing initiatives. The 
limited funding focus constrains CDCs to specific types of development. Also, economic 
redevelopment increases property values, encourages new residents to move in, and residents to 
move out, resulting in gentrification (Stoecker 1997).  
  31 
CDCs can limit community voices, creating further challenges in engaging community 
residents in redevelopment. Engaging community members in board meetings for CDCs is 
difficult, but detrimental to the success of addressing community issues. Board members approve 
plans and develop ideas for the community without community input, which can lead to conflict, 
distrust and disempowerment of the community (Bayram and Solak 2013; Solitare and Lowrie 
2012; Stoecker 1997). CDCs have the ability to provide needed services to underserved 
communities from housing to job training, but must include community input in decision making 
processes.  
 
Role of CDCs in Building Community Capacity 
There are three levels of CDC community engagement: informational, review, and 
interactive (Gaunt 1998). Each level of participation generates different opportunities for CDCs 
to build community capacity (Hunt 2007). Informational participation occurs when the public 
receives information regarding meetings on development projects in the community and is 
provided information on the amount of resources allocated to each project (Gaunt 1998; Sullivan 
2004). Review participation provides residents with an opportunity to voice their concerns and 
opinions on CDC development and community needs (Hunt 2007). Interactive participation 
provides residents the opportunity to be stakeholders by defining community needs, resources, 
and services and controlling local decision making (Gaunt 1998; Hunt 2007; Sullivan 2004). 
 
2.6 Conclusion 
It is well established that minority and underserved/under-resourced communities are 
most impacted by environmental injustice in social, health, and environmental aspects (Bullard 
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1993; Florida Statutes 1998; Natural Resource Defense Council 2004; United Church of Christ 
1987; U.S. General Accounting Office 1983; Williams 1995). This research attempts to address 
how or whether the redevelopment of environmental hazards fosters social relationships into 
community capacity.  
Pellow’s Environmental Inequality Framework (2000) identifies historical trends, social 
influences, and life cycle perspectives are necessary to understand both costs and benefits to 
communities in the production and consumption of environmental hazards. This framework and 
the anthropological concept of positionality can be used to understand the holistic foundation of 
environmental justice and impacts of brownfields to community residents. In conjunction with 
this framework, analyzing social, health, and environmental impacts before, during and after the 
redevelopment of brownfields is vital to ensuring sustainable development in already 
underserved communities. Engaging residents in decision making processes allow authoritative 
organizations, such as CDCs, to gain community perspective through identifying community 
needs and community-based solutions in redevelopment projects. The validity of community 
engagement by CDCs can be evaluated using Freudenberg et al.’s (2011:102) ten measurable 
dimensions of engaging communities and the three levels of engagement in building community 
capacity. At the same time, in order for CDCs to be successful in engaging communities and 
building community capacity, CDCs must have measurement of maturity and stability. The 
maturity of CDCs is threatened by limited funding streams and funding restrictions, staffing, and 
community trust.  
The University Area CDC’s redevelopment of Harvest Hope Park represents the broader 
redevelopment of the University Area Community in building social capacity. This research 
investigates the ways environmental redevelopment may influence increased health benefits and 
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how engaging residents in redesigning their community in their image affects them. My research 
seeks to explore the intersections between CDCs, Community Participatory Involvement, and the 
social, environmental, and health impacts of redevelopment of Harvest Hope. I do so by 
evaluating the benefits and challenges faced by the University Area CDC and UAC residents in 
engaging in community capacity building activities within the redevelopment of the park. 
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CHAPTER 3:  
METHODS 
 
3.1 Introduction  
The research for my project took place from December 2016 to December 2017 while I 
worked as an intern at the University Area CDC. During my internship, I worked with the 
Community Outreach Coordinator planning, organizing, and participating in community events 
at the University Area CDC, Harvest Hope Park, and within the University Area Community 
(UAC). In order to evaluate the ability of redevelopment projects to engage participants in 
building community capacity, I used four main methods of data collection. First, I collected and 
analyzed University Area CDC flyers, reports, pamphlets, and community survey data, as well as 
partner resources from the University of South Florida (USF) Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) Brownfield Area-Wide Planning Project, including the Health Impact Assessment (HIA) 
and Environmental Inventory (EI). Second, I conducted participant observation by engaging in 
community events and recording observations of community experiences in personal field notes. 
Third, I conducted semi-structured interviews with UAC residents and University Area CDC 
staff members. The final method, ground-truthing, is a combination of cartography and in situ 
observations to validate remote sensing data (Sadd et al. 2014). I used inductive coding methods 
and grounded theory to analyze collected data (Bernard 201l; LeCompte and Schensul 2010). 
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3.2 Documentary Analysis 
During my internship with the University Area CDC, I collected over 200 pages of notes, 
flyers, programing information, announcements, reports, drawings, proposals, meeting minutes, 
agendas, worksheets, plans, surveys, maps, newsletters, PowerPoints, trainings, data sets, 
organizational flowcharts, community resources, and community evaluations. Although I 
evaluated all the collected documents, I used a specific series of flyers, reports, and data sets for 
data analysis. I used the Growing our Community One Block at a Time pamphlet (University 
Area CDC 2017b), the University Area CDC Walkability Survey Report, the University Area 
CDC Newsletter entitled Community Connections, the University Area CDC Community Wide 
Survey data, and University Area CDC Business Metrics Dashboards highlighting, programming 
data for the Community Outreach Committee (COC) and the community garden, as well as 
community crime data. Outside of University Area CDC materials, I analyzed the HIA and EI 
collected through the USF EPA Area-Wide Planning Project. A HIA is a process using a variety 
of methods and data sources in order to determine potential health impacts of proposed policy, 
planning, programs, or projects on a defined population (University of Florida 2012). A EI is a 
collection of environmental data sets identifying historical and current environmental hazards to 
specific populations. The HIA was conducted by the Florida Health of Hillsborough County 
(2017) in order to identify health benefits and hazards to residents from the redevelopment of 
Harvest Hope Park. The EI was conducted by Cardno (2017), an environmental consulting 
agency, to collect environmental data on the UAC from a series of environmental databases, 
including Facility Registry System, Enforcement and Compliance History Information, Florida 
Leaking Aboveground Storage Tank Listing, EDR Historical Auto Repair Shops, Florida 
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Recovered Government Archive Leaking Underground Storage Tank, and Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Acts (RCRA) among many others. 
 
3.3 Participant Observation 
Participant observation is a strategic method, or a method comprised of multiple methods 
(Bernard 2011). Participant observation requires being present in the research field, participating 
in community engagement, and recording activities and experiences (Schensul and LeCompte 
2013). I attended and participated in approximately 525 hours of participant observation. Some 
of the activities include apartment socials, block parties, COC meetings, movie nights, 
University Area Leaders Collective (UALC) meetings, Grant Committee meetings, All-Staff 
Meetings, yoga classes, the Block-by-Block program, Community Safety and Wellness 
Committee meetings, the Harvest Hope Park groundbreaking, Partners Coalition meetings, Paint 
the Town volunteer service days, flyer distribution, front desk management, family dinner and 
game nights, community conversations, Feeding Tampa Bay food banks, and survey distribution 
and collection. In each activity, I actively engaged with community residents and/or University 
Area CDC staff. I recorded my experiences in descriptive field notes for use in the analysis of 
my research. Although the number of UAC residents I engaged is unknown, the COC engaged 
3,296 residents during the 2016-2017 fiscal year. To an extent, I engaged with a portion of those 
residents through my internship at the University Area CDC.  
Participant observation allowed me to build relationships, understand social constructs, 
and legitimize myself as a researcher within the community (Schensul and LeCompte 2013). 
Residents provided life stories of challenges and struggles. One community member accepted me 
as a family member and now refers to me as his sister. My work with University Area CDC staff 
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within the community center also built rapport with staff members. By attending internal staff 
events at the University Area CDC, I developed relationships with staff members while 
reinforcing my objective and holistic interest in the organization.  
 
3.4 Semi-Structured Interviews  
 In my research, I conducted 10 semi-structured interviews, five with community 
residents, four with University Area CDC staff members, and one with a resident that is also a 
staff member. A summary of participant demographics are presented in Table 1. Specific 
demographic indicators have been excluded from the presented data to protect the anonymity of 
participants in specific circumstances. Community residents were asked a set of questions related 
to terminology, the University Area CDC, Harvest Hope Park, decision making, and 
demographics. University Area CDC staff were asked questions on topics including challenges 
faced by the University Area CDC and specific programs and committees of the organization, 
UALC, Harvest Hope Park, terminology, and demographics. Although I organized each 
interview with an interview guide, the structure of the interviews provided flexibility for 
Table 1. Participant Demographics 
  38 
residents to explore topics of interest in relation to the research (Bernard 2011). All my 
interviews were recorded with the consent of participants. I recorded notes during the interviews 
highlighting key themes, phrases, and quotes. Some portions of the recorded interviews were 
transcribed based on evidence of analysis and for clarity of quotes. I transcribed portions of 
interviews based on themes highlighting safety, health, environment, sense of community, and 
ideas about the University Area CDC in relation to Harvest Hope Park. My research and analysis 
was conducted with IRB approval (study number PRO28413).  
My sampling methods consisted of convenience and referral sampling. Convenience 
sampling involved choosing willing and able participants for participation in my research project 
(Bernard 2011). I recruited participants by attending University Area CDC events such as block 
parties and UALC meetings and informing residents about my project. Although my sample is 
not representative of the study area population, my objective was to interview individuals around 
Harvest Hope Park and attendees of the University Area CDC. Considering I limited participants 
to geographical boundaries, convenience sampling was the best procedure to recruit participants. 
I recruited six participants through convenience sampling. Also, I used referral sampling, or 
snowball sampling. I asked each participant to suggest additional participants for my research 
(Schensul and LeCompte 2013). I recruited four participants through referral sampling. This 
method is efficient for studying hard-to-find participants such as stigmatized populations, or 
populations with something to hide (Bernard 2011). UAC residents are not necessarily 
stigmatized, but the minority status, or undocumented status of some residents make them 
unwilling to participate in research. Other residents avoid participation in research because they 
choose to keep personal information confidential. Despite these challenges, I found community 
residents interested in participating in my research. I asked University Area CDC staff to 
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participate based on their stakeholder status within the University Area CDC. The stakeholders 
interviewed for my project served as gatekeepers to meeting community residents and building 
community trust in my research, and to University Area CDC program management. 
 
3.5 Ground-Truthing 
 Ground-truthing is a method used to check the accuracy of databases, such as data maps 
by going to the study site and collecting comparative data on the ground (Sharkey and Horel 
2008). Sadd et al. (2013) found higher population density and more air quality hazards than 
reported in databases using ground-truthing in Los Angeles, California. Data collection can be 
completed by community residents in an effort to engage in participatory action research or 
collaborative research between community residents and researchers (Minkler 2000). Although 
community perspective in data collection is insightful and builds community capacity, my 
method of ground-truthing did not involve community residents. Instead, my ground-truthing 
method was a collaborative effort among graduate students in an environmental justice course at 
USF assigned with ground-truthing environmental and health hazards of the UAC. Residents 
were not included in the method due to the time constraints of a semester-long course. A longer 
course time would allow students to build rapport with residents, and teach residents about 
ground-truthing methods and the importance of identifying environmental hazards in the 
community. At the same time, having students conduct the ground-truthing provides a new set of 
eyes to the community. Whereas residents become immune to seeing environmental hazards 
consistently over time, students can present a fresh view in identifying such hazards. Students 
evaluated the accuracy of EPA databases by walking around the UAC and noting all 
environmental and health hazards. During ground-truthing exercises, I documented physical 
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blight in the community, such as lack of infrastructure and pollution. I used collected data to 
define real and perceived signs of blight, as well as environmental, and health hazards 
communicated by residents through participant observation and semi-structured interviews. I did 
not analyze all the collected data by students. Instead I analyzed only my group’s experiences 
during the ground-truthing exercise. 
 
3.6 Data Analysis 
 In order to analyze my data, I treated the data as a set of texts and proceeded by coding 
for themes. I used inductive coding, to identify themes within the collected text data. Coding 
functioned as a technique to group segments of my data into themed categories (Bernard 2011). 
Parent codes included speed bumps, sidewalks, lighting, stop signs, drivers, food, physical 
activity, sports, pond, playground, drugs, community, distrust, trust, beautification, trash, 
pollution, health, culture, funding, community garden, safety, family, unity, diversity, hope, 
children, physical disorder, and social disorder. I used grounded theory to identify patterns in the 
coded data, contributing to the 10 measureable dimensions of building community capacity; 
leadership, participation, skills, resources, social and organizational networks, sense of 
community, community power, communication, group cohesion, and community capacity 
(Freudenberg et al.). 
 
3.7 Limitations 
 UAC residents are subject to a variety of studies from USF students, the University Area 
CDC, and outside organizations. The oversaturation of research conducted on residents can result 
in residents feeling overstudied. This can influence residents to be reluctant in participating in 
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research projects when they have already been exposed to a frequent influx of researchers and 
study questions. One such example is survey fatigue, where participants become oversaturated 
with survey questions (Porter et al. 2004). One of the limitations of my research has been to 
acknowledge the reluctance of resident participation due to the nature of an overstudied 
community. Another limitation acknowledged in my study is the lack of trust from community 
residents to authoritative figures and outside organizations and individuals. This lack of trust 
provided challenges and limitations in finding participants in my research, building rapport with 
residents, and attaining personal information from participants. Another limitation within my 
research was the reluctance of participants to provide information for fear of negative 
consequences. Many residents are in vulnerable positions, forced to live in substandard housing 
conditions with no other option than to be homeless. This vulnerable situation limits residents’ 
willingness to speak about poor housing conditions for fear of retribution from land lords. These 
limitations have provided difficult circumstances for completing my research, but speak to the 
overstudied and vulnerable nature of the community.   
 
3.8 Conclusion 
I used the outlined methods in this chapter to complete two tasks; identify evidence of the 
University Area CDC’s role in engaging residents in building community capacity and create a 
defined set of recommendations for the University Area CDC to continue fostering community 
capacity building in the UAC. I presented the data results to the University Area CDC Board of 
Directors for consideration. Further, participant interviews and participant observation notes 
were used to generate word clouds. Word clouds are a visual representation analysis of 
commonly used words in collected data. I designed three word clouds using the word cloud 
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generator available on Google Docs. The first word cloud was generated using the transcribed 
quotes from community members (Figure 1). The second word cloud was generated using 
segments of participant observation data from block parties, apartment socials, and events at 
Harvest Hope Park (Figure 2). The third word cloud was generated combining the first and 
second word clouds (Figure 3). My purpose of the product is to present a visual representation of 
the community’s ideas and vision of their community. The word clouds were presented to 
Prodigy staff members for utilization in generating discussions with residents in developing 
future art projects for the community. 
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CHAPTER 4:  
UNIVERSITY AREA BACKGROUND 
 
4.1 University Area Community (UAC)  
 The University Area Community (UAC) is a neighborhood located on the north side of 
Tampa Bay, Florida. For the purpose of my research, the UAC is defined by four major 
roadways: Bearss Avenue to the North, Bruce B. Downs to the East, Fletcher Avenue to the 
South, and Nebraska Avenue to the West (Figure 4). The community is classified as 
unincorporated Hillsborough County, meaning the community is not located within the city of 
Tampa and is not subject to any support from the city. Instead, the community is reliant on 
Hillsborough County services and support. Access to county level support is difficult due to long 
processing periods and greater competition for access to services. The UAC is characterized by 
substandard infrastructure, including undeveloped sidewalks and street lighting, absentee 
landlords, high rental rates, dense population, and high levels of poverty (Brown 1998; 
FCCD&R 1997; Lewis 1997). Historically, the UAC was a remote and undeveloped area, mostly 
containing vacant lots used as informal dumping grounds (Lewis 1997). During the 1960s, 
1970s, and 1980s the UAC was home to University of South Florida (USF) students living in 
dorms and apartment housing with underdeveloped infrastructure. From 1980 to 1990, the 
student population in the University Area dropped from 27 percent to 18 percent, respectively 
(U.S. Census Bureau 1980; 1990). As students moved from the University Area closer to USF, 
rental housing attracted middle to low income individuals and families. Incoming residents 
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rented one-bedroom apartments remodeled from student dorms (Lewis 1997). Currently, 78 
percent of University Area housing consists of rental units, including apartments and home 
rentals. The remaining 22 percent of properties are owned by community residents (University 
Area 2016a). The area is infamously known as “suitcase city,” due to the perceived transient 
nature of residents moving between rental units in the community. Residents often move because 
of substandard housing quality, absentee landlords, move-in specials, and crime hotspots 
(Gouldman 1994; Lewis 1997). Some residents attribute negative health impacts to poor living 
Figure 4. University Area. The University Area study area is bordered by Bearss Avenue to the 
North, Bruce B. Downs Boulevard to the East, Fletcher Avenue to the South, and Nebraska 
Avenue to the West (C-FERST 2017). 
  48 
conditions. Water is one of the most conversed issues in regard to apartment rentals, as one 
participant stated, “The property we live at, I feel like it is contaminated. We can’t drink our 
water there. You end up going to the hospital. The water is brown color. You have big rust stains 
in your tub. You wouldn’t live in a place like that, so why would you subject someone else to 
live like that?” Most residents rely on bottled water for cooking, drinking and bathing due to 
poor water quality in homes. One family explained how one of their children frequently misses 
school due to stomach aches. A doctor attributed the symptoms to consumption of poor quality 
water. Another resident expressed his concern for taking baths in his home after being 
hospitalized for multiple stomach ulcers related to poor water quality. He now prefers to take 
showers in gym locker rooms. Residents link other health problems with poor housing quality, 
including respiratory health problems caused by the presence of black mold. Many of these 
issues are blamed on poor housing infrastructure, management and “slum lords.” Many property 
owners reside outside Florida and inadequately address tenant concerns. One participant stated, 
“The slum lords treat you like you ain’t nothing, due to the fact that you are less fortunate. That’s 
wrong and it’s been like that for the years I have lived here.” Although residents migrate within 
the community to avoid absentee landlords and health risks, many housing opportunities provide 
the same set of challenges. Residents are also constantly moving within the UAC because of 
move-in apartment specials. UAC resident and anthropologist, Beverly Ward, suggests “people 
are poor, not stupid.” This means residents take advance of apartment specials, such as no 
application fees, or first month free rent promotional specials. Finally, residents move around the 
community to flee crime hot spots. The Hillsborough County Sheriff’s Office reports homicide, 
battery, assault, burglary, robbery, and drugs as the most commonly reported crimes in the UAC 
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(HCSO 2017). The UAC crime rate is over 20 times higher than the state of Florida and 25 times 
higher than the national average (University Area CDC 2016a). 
The University Area continues to be one of the most densely populated areas and one of 
the most underserved communities in Hillsborough County (Brown 1998). The total population 
of the University Area is 54,783 in a total area of 10.88 square miles resulting in a population 
density of 5,281 people per square mile (USEPA 2015a). Around 61 percent of the total 
University Area population is defined as a minority population, largely either African American, 
Hispanic, or Native American (Table 2). At 19 percent, almost a quarter of the population is 
under the age of 18. About 22 percent of the University Area population has not completed high 
school and 22 percent of residents have received a Bachelor’s degree or higher. The 
University Area 
Population
Population 
Percentage (%)
Total Population 54,783 -
Total Area (square miles) 10.88 -
Population Density (per sq. mile) 5, 281 -
Minority Population 33,549 61
Per Capita Income 18, 942 -
Ages 0-17 10,466 19
No HS Diploma 6, 301 22
Bachelors or Higher 6,528 22
Linguistically Isolated Households 2,337 -
Home Owner 4,655 22
Renter 16,174 78
Employed in Work Force 26,708 59
Unemployed 18,386 41
Table 2. University Area Demographics, 2015 
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unemployment rate for residents in the University Area is 59 percent. The per capita income for 
the University Area is $18,942, while Hillsborough County is $50,122 (Census Bureau 2016). Of 
the residents served by the University Area Community Development Corporation, Inc. 
(University Area CDC), 95 percent of them are below the poverty line, face third-world 
conditions and health outcomes equal to El Salvador, have an infant mortality rate twice that of 
Hillsborough County, and one of the worst child removal rates in the entire Hillsborough County 
Foster Care System (University Area CDC 2016a). Compared to state, regional, and national 
demographic indicators, the University Area ranks within the 75th percentile for demographic 
index, low income population, linguistic isolation, and less than a high school education (Figure 
5).  
Figure 5. University Area Demographic Indicators. A bar graph of the demographic 
indicators of the University Area population compared to state, regional, and national percentiles 
(EJ Screen 2017). 
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UAC residents struggle economically because of the lack of job opportunities available in 
the UAC. Residents are often forced to compete with college students for minimum wage jobs at 
fast food restaurants and grocery stores (Lewis 1997). Crimes involving drugs, rape, violent 
assault, armed robbery, prostitution, and child trafficking are found in the UAC and are 
perpetuated by the presence of businesses that contribute to crime such as pawn shops, check 
cashing locations, flea markets, and liquor stores (Lewis 1997). Unfortunately, less than 15 
percent of residents would contact police first in an emergency situation (Lewis 1997). The 
UAC’s location in a food desert, or a geographic area lacking access for fresh and healthy foods, 
results in poor health and nutrition in residents. This health impact can lead to more health 
problems, doctors’ visits, and missed days of school and work. Another challenge faced by the 
UAC is the lack of community engagement. Historically, there was a lack of community 
participation at USF Area Community Civic Association (USFACCA) and other community 
organization meetings (Brown 1998; Lewis 1997). The lack of community involvement may be a 
result of the constant transient state of residents resulting in a lack of time and commitment to 
community engagement (Lewis 1997). 
Along with the low-income, transient, minority population in the University Area, the 
residents are faced with a handful of environmental justice concerns. Some of the identified 
environmental concerns by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) online databases 
include integrated compliance information systems for air (ICIS-Air), defined as any sites 
requiring a permit for stationary air pollution; water dischargers, hazardous waste sites, and all 
sites requiring EPA regulation (Figure 6). Some of the companies included in this evaluation are 
dry cleaners, construction material companies, a material recycling and chemicals disposal 
company, churches, food stores, gas stations, laundromats, tire companies, lawn care companies, 
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and at least ten auto repair shops (USEPA C-FERST 2017). UAC residents are exposed to high 
levels of arsenic exposure (0.000073-0.003717 ug/m3), benzene exposure (0.922361-6.933985 
ug/m3), and rank in the 95th percentile for cancer risk and exposure to diesel particulate matter 
compared to state levels (USEPA C-FERST 2017; USEPA EJSCREEN 2017). When 
considering the health risks, environmental indicators, demographic data, and historical land use, 
the UAC ranks in higher percentiles for environmental justice indexes including exposure to 
diesel particulate matter, traffic proximity, superfund proximity, and respiratory health infections 
(Figure 7). Although there is an abundance of research on health impacts and environmental 
hazards, most results demonstrate correlation, but not causation. Aside from database reports, 
residents identify environmental pollution in their community by making remarks about residents 
Figure 6. EPA Registered Facilities. A map of all air pollution, water discharge, hazardous 
waste, and EPA regulated sites located in the University Area Community (USEPA C-FERST 
2017). 
  53 
throwing their trash on the street or seeing the same couch sitting across the street from their 
apartment for three months. The environmental hazards faced by the UAC and the demographic 
characteristics of the residents clearly define this community as an environmental injustice case. 
 
4.2 University Area Community Development Corporation, Inc. (University Area CDC) 
The University Area CDC was developed in 1998 when the University of South Florida 
Area Community Civic Association (USFACCA) and other community agents merged to create 
the University Area CDC, a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization dedicated to providing education 
and job skills training to community residents. Since 1998, the University Area CDC continues 
to grow and serve the community. In 2000, the 50,000-square foot multi-purpose University 
Area Community Center Complex (UACCC) was completed. The center offers critical services 
to residents with classrooms, a community room, performance stage, music, art, and dance 
Figure 7. University Area Environmental Justice Index. A bar graph comparing 
environmental justice indexes for the University Area and state, regional, and national 
percentiles (EJ Screen 2017). 
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studios, fitness center, gymnasium, playground and other services. In 2001, the Prodigy program 
was developed to improve and transform the lives of at-risk youth by teaching core self-
regulation skills, anger management, problem solving and communication through self-
expression of cultural arts programming. The program was later expanded in 2006 to West 
Central Florida serving 4,000 at risk youth in seven counties. Unfortunately, in summer 2017, the 
Florida State budget cut Prodigy funding to the University Area CDC from $4.6 million to $1 
million resulting in the closure of 35 Prodigy locations and the release of over 100 staff 
members. Currently, the University Area CDC is hosting fundraising events and applying for 
grants to continue to support the Prodigy program.   
The University Area CDC expanded its services in 2002 to include Hillsborough County 
operated recreation and educational programs such as General Educational Development (GED), 
English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL), and Head Start preschool classes. In 2005, the 
University Area CDC partnered with the Hillsborough County Sheriff’s Department to 
coordinate community anti-crime initiatives to improve the quality of life in community 
neighborhoods. In 2007, additional construction to the UACCC added a classroom annex for the 
Prodigy program, a computer lab, and training rooms. Construction projects were started to 
improve street lighting, pedestrian safety, sidewalks, streetscapes and roadway improvements on 
North 22nd Street leading to the University Area CDC. In 2008, the University Area CDC 
launched its affordable housing program providing homes for 96 families in University Area 
CDC apartment complexes, Golden Glade and Golden Palm. In 2012, the “Make It Happen!” 
initiative was launched enhancing community engagement by the University Area CDC.  
Now in 2017, the University Area CDC encouraged a group of community leaders to 
form the University Area Leaders Collective (UALC), a group interested in learning professional 
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development skills in order to collaborate and develop the community in their image. The 
University Area CDC’s goal for the UALC is to involve residents on committees, partner them 
with community organizations and USF, and to support them in implementing community action 
projects. Before the UALC was formed, one community member envisioned the group as, “A 
team of adults coming together to really committee to change. We need to get together, write 
these different things down we want to see implemented, and then do it in the community. We 
need to find out what people are lacking and implement change to better our community.” 
Despite the enthusiasm of some residents, another resident expressed disappointment in the 
program, “I was sad when I left [the first meeting]. The ways I was willing to engage were not 
accommodated by it [UALC].” Part of my research focus was on my experiences in engaging 
UALC members.  
Another program initiated by the University Area CDC, is the Block-by-Block program. 
One block at a time around Harvest Hope Park, University Area CDC staff enroll volunteer 
families in a 12-week program to identify and address family needs such clean water, adult 
education, transportation, hygiene products, health care, and children’s needs. 
Since the development of the University Area CDC and the construction of the UACCC, 
a variety of programs have been implemented to serve members of the community. Get Moving!, 
a health, wellness, and nutrition program, offers martial arts, soccer leagues, adult basketball 
leagues, youth fitness classes, yoga, boot camp workouts, adult volleyball, gardening education, 
nutritional cooking courses, the walking school bus, and youth basketball. Steps for Success is a 
program aimed to help people overcome the cycle of poverty through core elements of 
sustainability, training, education, planning and support while addressing safety, employment, 
child care, housing, food assistance, transportation, and asset building. The Dream Catchers 
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Summer Camp is a program operated in conjunction with the Children’s Board of Hillsborough 
County offering affordable child care for working parents while providing enriching learning 
activities for children, such as swimming, gardening, financial literacy, language training, gun 
safety, and performing arts. INVEST is a workforce training program to improve work skills and 
entrepreneurial opportunities for residents. The community garden and Harvest Hope Center 
work to combat poor nutrition with the goal of improving the health of the community through 
hands-on gardening and cooking opportunities. 
The Partners Coalition generates a pact among individuals, businesses, and organizations 
to cooperate in joint action and in joining forces for a common cause of serving the University 
Area community. At of the beginning of 2017 there are a total of 167 partner members including 
Mofitt Cancer Center, Mort Elementary, University of South Florida, Crossover Church, the 
Crisis Center of Tampa Bay, Hillsborough Area Regional Transit Authority (HART), Tampa 
Bay Healthcare Collaborative, among others. The University Area CDC is utilizing relationships 
through the Partners Coalition to address the University Area/Tampa Innovation District 
Community Safety Action Plan (CSAP). The plan is a compilation of recommendations for 
community organizations to address identified needs of the UAC (Ken Stapleton & Associates 
2016). Some recommendations include implementing advanced crime prevention through 
environmental design projects, encouraging community participation in documenting crime, 
blighted lots, and clean and green efforts, and cleaning up graffiti (Ken Stapleton & Associates 
2016). The University Area CDC and community partner organizations, both government offices 
and private organizations, identified top priority actions in three focus areas using a 3-2-1 
evaluation method. The method was used to vote on the top three initiatives for programs and 
patrols, the top two for built environment, and the top vote for strategic communications as well 
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as an alternative was added for each focus area. Programs and patrols were voted as 1) disorder 
management, 2) social service coordination, 3) housing and resident stability programs, and the 
alternative was youth programs and interventions. Built environment was voted as 1) lighting, 2) 
territoriality, and the alternative was natural surveillance, such as strategically placing windows, 
retail functions, and outside seating along key pedestrian pathways. Finally, strategic 
communications were voted 1) community partnership communications, and the alternative was 
place-brand repositioning and marketing communications (Ken Stapleton & Associates 2016).  
 The University Area CDC is governed by a Board of Directors composed of local 
business leaders, community residents, faith community members, and public officials. The 
Board of Directors is responsible for setting policies for the University Area CDC including 
personnel, financial, programmatic, strategic planning, and evaluation. The University Area 
CDC management team is the operating team of the organization. The organization is under the 
management of Executive Director and CEO, Sarah Combs, and COO, Nestor Ortiz.  
Within the University Area CDC there are a series of committees responsible for 
regularly meeting to continue developing future events for the University Area CDC and 
continue reaching its mission and vision outside of the programs already provided by the 
University Area CDC. The Bod Squad committee plans healthy meals, sports activates, and free 
fitness classes. The Garden committee presides over tending the community garden while 
providing education and food to the community. The Grants Committee searches, applies and 
secures grant funding to support University Area CDC initiatives and programs. The Legislative 
Committee campaigns for legislative support of Prodigy.  
The Community Outreach Committee (COC) engages community residents in 
community activities such as apartment socials, family movie nights, and community block 
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parties. Part of my research focus was on my experiences working with the COC. A University 
Area CDC employee explains, “the COC was created to meet the community where it is at.” To 
some University Area CDC employees, the COC is “the most important committee because of 
their role of serving the community” and recognizes that the University Area CDC would be 
nonexistent without the needs of the community. The vision of the COC is “to build a reciprocal 
relationship between the University Area CDC and University Area residents.” The mission of 
the COC is to “educate ourselves and residents of the University Area about University Area 
CDC services; involve community members via participation in University Area CDC programs, 
events, activities, services and/or initiatives; and engage the community in mutual benefitting 
partnership through personal outreach and soliciting feedback.”  
The main objectives are to implement community events such as apartment socials 
(including presentations and workshops), movie nights, and block parties; participate in bi-
weekly community outreach efforts and activities; update the monthly upcoming events flyer as 
needed; distribute the events flyer to residents; and post the events flyers externally. One of the 
challenges faced by the COC is the constant need for more volunteers for social events hosted by 
the COC. From December 2016 to November 2017, there were eleven committee members from 
the University Area CDC on the COC. Four of those members, including myself, attended every 
meeting, every outreach effort, and every COC activity. By July 2017, one of those committee 
members left the committee due to Prodigy funding cuts and resulting layoffs. Three other 
members were actively involved in the committee, but were unable to participate in all outreach 
initiatives and COC activates. Of these three particular members, one left due to Prodigy funding 
cuts, and another left due to extended absence from illness. Two other members attended only 
one meeting and few, if any, outreach events or activities. The eleventh member did not attend 
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any meetings, outreach initiatives, or COC activities. The lack of committed members to the 
COC, one of the most important committees, can cause burn out of committed COC members 
and make handling their personal job at the University Area CDC and COC responsibilities 
difficult, frustrating, and tiresome.  
 
4.3 Harvest Hope Park 
 Harvest Hope Park is a seven-acre parcel of land located in the heart of the UAC on 
North 20th Street and 138th Avenue (Figure 8). The property was bought by the University Area 
CDC from Hillsborough County in 2014. The property was once a training and athletic field for 
the Tampa Police Department. Over the past three years, the University Area CDC has worked to 
redevelop the land as a community recreation area. Currently, the property contains 33 raised 
Figure 8. Harvest Hope Park. A map displaying the relative locations of the University Area 
CDC (right) and Harvest Hope Park (left). Harvest Hope Park is located on North 20th Street 
and 138th Avenue in the University Area Community (Google Maps 2016). 
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garden beds for a community garden, and the building on the property was remodeled as a 
demonstration kitchen to teach families how to cook foods from the garden (Reiley 2015). In 
November 2017, a children’s playground was designed and installed by KaBOOM! playground 
and community volunteers.  
 
Future Plans 
Future plans for the site include walking trails, picnic tables, a multipurpose field, 
outdoor exercise equipment, fishing in the spring-fed lake, and a new building for offices, 
classrooms, and a new demonstration kitchen (Figure 9). The project is organized into a four-
Figure 9. Harvest Hope Park Rendering. A digital rendering of the future development plans 
of Harvest Hope Park (University Area CDC 2016a). 
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phase plan. Phase one started in 2014 with acquiring the park property, remodeling the Harvest 
Hope Center, installing a community garden fence, fixing the pond fence, and landscape costing 
$960,011. Phase two started in late 2016 by acquiring Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) funds for infrastructure development, such as lighting, sidewalks, irrigation, parking, a 
multi-purpose sports field, and walking trails, implementing the Art in the Park program, and 
landscape costing $473,000. Phase three is the next phase to be completed involving the 
restoration of the pond, the building of the playground, installation of outdoor fitness stations, 
remaining infrastructure, and landscape costing $240,000. The final phase will be the 
construction of a new Harvest Hope Center including teaching kitchens, classrooms, multi-use 
meeting spaces, and staff offices costing $800,000. The total investment of the park is 
$2,473,011. The purpose of redeveloping Harvest Hope Park is to serve as a catalyst site for 
community development and revitalization in the heart of the UAC, while encouraging family 
play, healthy eating, environmental sustainability, education, and community interaction 
(University Area CDC 2017b). 
 
Current Use of the Park 
 Currently, residents informally use the property for play pick-up sports games, homeless 
residents find shelter in the tree-covered areas of the property, while other residents enjoy 
walking their dogs or sitting on makeshift benches and chairs for leisure. The University Area 
CDC uses the property in more formal ways, even as redevelopment begins. Community 
residents meet University Area CDC staff to tend to the community garden and harvest food to 
keep for their families. Every other month the University Area CDC hosts block parties at the 
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park with radio DJs, food, sports, art activities, food demonstrations, vegetable harvesting, and 
raffles. 
 Another activity held by the University Area CDC at Harvest Hope Park is Art in the 
Park, funded by a grant from Treasure Tampa. University Area residents collaborated with an 
artist from the University Area CDC to design art and sculptures for the park. Community 
residents were encouraged to participate in the creation of large artworks, including a large 
fountain of a family focused at the main entrance to the park and a sculpture spelling love 
(Figures 10 and 11). 
 
 Harvest Hope Park as a Brownfield Site 
Harvest Hope Park is listed as a brownfield site by the EPA under the Assessment, 
Cleanup and Redevelopment Exchange System (ACRES) database (USEPA ACRES 2017). 
Aside from the EPA brownfields listing, there is physical evidence of waste and perceived 
contamination on the property. First, there are over 50 EPA permitted sites in the UAC study 
area and there are undocumented blighted spaces surrounding Harvest Hope Park. Second, there 
is solid waste littered around the property and in the lake, such as bags of trash, shopping carts, 
electronics, and clothing (Site Assessment Engineering, Inc. 2014). The lake also contains algae, 
suggesting hypoxia or low levels of dissolved oxygen. Soil testing conducted on the site of the 
children’s playground confirmed the presence of lead (13 mg/kg, 9.7 mg/kg) and arsenic (2.1 
mg/kg, 0.75 mg/kg) (TestAmerica 2017). In terms of risk for adverse health conditions in 
residential soils in Florida, the lead and arsenic levels are considered safe, but only two samples 
were tested from the site (Center for Environmental & Human Toxicology 2005). Further testing 
and analysis of leachability of contaminants is recommended to fully understand the 
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contamination levels on the playground and throughout the property. Despite the EPA database 
and physical signs of pollution and potential contamination, there are no historical records 
identifying Harvest Hope Park as a contaminated site (Site Assessment Engineering, Inc. 2014). 
The site is still considered a brownfield due to the EPA classification in the ACRES database and 
the perception of contamination based on surrounding properties, solid waste, and soil testing. 
Within the development of this brownfield site, the University Area CDC provide opportunities 
Figure 10. The Foundation Statue. This family statue was designed and built by University 
Area Community residents through the Art in the Art Program. The statue is featured as an 
entryway into Harvest Hope Park. 
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for community engagement throughout the process. The purpose of my research was to engage 
in the redevelopment process myself and witness the successes and challenges in engaging 
community residents in the redevelopment process.  
 
  
Figure 11. LOVE Sculpture. The love art installation art piece was designed and created by 
University Area residents and University Area CDC staff. The sculpture is located at Harvest 
Hope Park. 
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CHAPTER 5:  
SUCCESSES AND CHALLENGES OF ENGAGING COMMUNITIES 
 
5.1 Demographics 
 I collected demographics on semi-structured interview participants. I did not collect 
demographic information through participant observation activities. Of the 10 interviewed 
participants, five are University Area Community (UAC) residents, four are University Area 
CDC staff, and one is both a resident and staff member. Of the community residents, two 
participants have lived in the community for three years, two participants have lived in the 
community for 10-15 years, and one resident did not provide a response. Of all ten participants, 
two identify as African American, one identifies as Jamaican, one identifies as Latino, one 
identifies as both Latino and African American, and five participants did not respond. Six of the 
participants are female, and the remaining four are male. Of the ten participants, six of them are 
between the ages of 40 and 55, one is under the age of 30 and three did not respond. Of the 
community residents, one has completed their GED, two have completed their master’s degree, 
and two did not respond. Of the five staff participants, one received a Bachelor’s degree, one 
received a Master’s degree, and three did not respond. Four of the community residents have an 
estimated annual income under $15,000, while one resident did not respond. Of the staff 
members, one participant makes between $15,000-$50,000, one makes over $50,000, and three 
did not respond. It is important to note here, once again, the limitations in gaining personal 
information from overstudied, vulnerable, and distrusting community members. 
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5.2 Terminology 
 I asked participants to define four terms: brownfield, greenspace, blighted space and 
community development. Two University Area CDC staff expressed an idea of what a 
brownfield is by responding, “contaminated or previously contaminated piece of land,” and 
“fields where nothing can grow, everything dies.” The community members did not have any 
idea or guess as to the meaning of a brownfield. The term greenspace was known by three 
participants, one resident and two staff members, “an area that is dedicated to a grassy area, it’s 
like a nature area,” and “parks and nature and a place for people to safely be outside.” One 
resident recalled hearing the term while watching television, but could not provide a definition. 
All participants described blighted space using negative terms such as, “a lack of development,” 
“abandoned, unused, ugly space,” “old rusty cars and a partially demolished building,” and “an 
unauthorized area.” Two staff participants acknowledged the potential to redevelop a blighted 
space into something productive. Residents defined community development as “growth,” and 
specifically, “a sense that people are helping develop their community…for example in housing, 
in job creation. A community that people want to live in, want to be a part of, want to stay.”  
 University Area CDC employees defined community development in levels from the 
neighborhood all the way down to the individuals and structured as an inside-out process 
compared to an outside-in approach. When examining the definitions provided for the terms, 
there is a pattern that community residents are limited in the education on environmental topics, 
while the University Area CDC employees have a grounded understanding. The lack of 
education in residents suggests a barrier for residents to participate in decision-making processes 
and have limited agency in voicing ideas to government stakeholders. With more education 
opportunities in environmental-health issues, residents’ ability to actively be involved in 
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complex issues such as brownfield redevelopment or identifying environmental injustices, will 
increase. 
 
5.3 University Area CDC 
 All of the resident participants in my research use programs at the University Area CDC 
associated with Prodigy for their children, from the gym, to University Area Leaders Collective 
(UALC) meetings, to volunteer opportunities, and family movie nights. One resident frequents 
the computer lab to use the printing services when they do not have printer ink at home. Another 
resident starts impromptu basketball games with their children at the basketball court. On the 
other hand, residents I encountered during participant observation did not know about University 
Area CDC services or where the center is located. Most individuals identified the basketball 
court by the road on 22nd street in front of the community center, but did not know the University 
Area CDC hides behind the trees. Attendees at apartment socials were interested to learn about 
the University Area CDC and the variety of services they offer. Many of them did not know 
about the services available in the community. One resident made a comment at a block party 
that no one around Harvest Hope Park knows about the University Area CDC. 
 Aside from community perceptions of the University Area CDC, the University Area 
CDC gathers and collects monthly and yearly data on community events, residents engaged, new 
UALC members, and volunteers by tracking the number of community members that attend 
events (Table 3). Evaluating data from January 2017 to October 2017, on average the University 
Area CDC hosted 4.5 events every month (University Area CDC 2017a). That is at least one 
event every week. The average number of residents engaged each month was 269. That amounts 
to almost 60 residents engaged in each event. The average number of volunteers each month was 
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Table 1. University Area CDC Community Engagement, January 2017 - October 2017 
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46, resulting in about 10 volunteers for each University Area CDC event. Despite the positive 
attendance of recorded community events, the University Area CDC struggled to attract new 
members to the UALC. Only an average of 1.3 members joined the collective each month. 
Residents attend community events, but do not commit to the UALC. Chapter 6 evaluates 
Table 2. Continued. 
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contributing factors as to why residents engage in particular University Area CDC events, but 
not others.   
 
5.4 Harvest Hope Park 
 University Area CDC employees agree reactions to the redevelopment of Harvest Hope 
Park have been positive, “96 percent has been positive community reactions, and that [other] 4 
percent are the people that have concerns about the way we do it. People that question why we 
have a fence around the garden or will there be too many kids at the park? You’re always going 
to have that small percent.” Another employee commented, “People are excited about the park. 
Families are excited about it with children now having a place to play and kids are excited to be 
able to play sports.” Most resident participants spoke positively about the redevelopment of the 
park, “I think it’s going to be a great project. It’s going to be looking very nice and pretty.” 
Another resident stated, “I like the setup of the plan that there will be a kitchen, garden and I like 
the fact that there is an area for them [children] to play. I also like that there will be art in the 
park.” One resident stated that the park, “represents hope and growth and a new beginning for 
this community,” “the name will signal a lot because its harvesting and you are literally seeing 
hope in front of you through education and learning.” This resident sees the park as an 
opportunity to convince other residents to improve the community and “where I can do  
 something.” While discussing the demonstration kitchen one resident stated “It can create a 
feeling like you belong. The demonstration kitchen can be used to expose people to different 
types of cultural foods and awareness.” Considering there are no parks in the UAC, besides 
private parks in apartment complexes, the Heath Impact Assessment (HIA) identified the 
increase in greenspace within the community will promote mental and physical health benefits to 
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residents. With the lack of current recreation space, residents are significantly less likely to 
engage in regular physical activity and build community connections. 
Despite an overall acceptance of the redevelopment, some residents provided suggestions 
to improve the park, “They could include a chapel and allow the different religions to have a 
time during the week,” “I’d like to see them implement barbeque areas out there and a picnic 
area.” One University Area CDC staff member commented, “I want more presence at the park, a 
staff member there to welcome people that come by and open the garden for them…the future 
building will allow staff to be present at the park.” Another resident questioned the 
redevelopment of the park, “I’m not sure if the decision to include a gym and sports field is a 
duplication of effort of other programs that already exist. To what degree is a pond of this size 
going to benefit the community? Is it going to employ anybody?” This particular resident feels 
the design fails to reflect community needs and opinions.  
Aside from residents’ notions of community disconnect, the University Area CDC has, 
and continues to, engage the community and inform the community throughout the 
redevelopment process. Prior to the design process, University Area CDC staff traveled door-to-
door to start a conversation with residents on what features they wanted to see in the park. The 
feedback provided by residents was included in the design plans including outdoor exercise 
equipment, walking trails, and a playground. According to a University Area CDC employee, 
“As the plans came about they included all of the suggestions from residents.” The University 
Area CDC used flyer distribution to inform residents about events and changes occurring at the 
park including the groundbreaking ceremony, Art in the Park, block parties, and the KaBOOM! 
playground build. For most of the events, the Community Outreach Committee (COC) 
distributed flyers to residents, door-to-door around the proximity of Harvest Hope Park. Since 
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distributing flyers for the second block party at Harvest Hope Park, residents have started 
recognizing University Area CDC staff and commonly generate conversations on upcoming 
events and resources at the community center and park. University Area CDC staff will continue 
informing residents on development by telling residents about upcoming construction, inviting 
them to events, and having a continued presence in the community. A University Area CDC staff 
member commented, “We feel like we are engaging people and making people aware. The last 
thing you want is a resident to wake up and there is a park in their backyard that they knew 
nothing about.” 
Although construction is underway on the playground, community center, and 
community garden, the park is used for community events hosted by the University Area CDC. 
In March 2017, the University Area CDC hosted a groundbreaking ceremony attended by local 
business leaders, city officials, and community residents. Considering the ESOL and GED 
classes were dismissed by the beginning of the ceremony, the students were invited to the event. 
Although they were in attendance, their presence was not recognized. The University Area CDC 
missed a unique opportunity to recognize community residents in the celebrations. As one 
University Area CDC employee commented, “I wish they would have recognized the ESOL and 
GED students that attended.” The park was also used to distribute hurricane relief efforts after 
Hurricane Irma which struck the area in September 2017. Over 50 volunteers distributed two 
pallets of water, two pallets of food and supplies, and served 500 hot meals to residents without 
power and water. University Area CDC Chairman of the Board, Gene Marshall, acknowledges, 
“this beautification project is key to the continued growth of our community. When the Harvest 
Hope Park is completed, it will serve as a navigational hub for community residents in the 
University Area Community.” Although the park is not complete, it has formally and informally 
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started generating the foundation of the central hub of the UAC. The University Area CDC uses 
the park formally for hosting community events, while residents are using the park outside of 
formal events. One example is the collaboration between community residents to hold a 
memorial service after the passing of a community resident who often frequented the park.  
 
Community Garden 
 The development of the community garden was the idea of University Area CDC CEO, 
Sarah Combs, to increase health and wellness in the community. A community wide survey 
conducted by the University Area CDC in 2015 indicated most residents did not have access to 
fresh and healthy foods, and could not afford them. University Area CDC intended the garden to 
serve this identified lack of resources. The Health Impact Assessment (HIA) conducted by 
Florida Health of Hillsborough County identified the community garden as a priority pathway 
for the community. The assessment identified one other community garden in the UAC at Mort 
Elementary, but it is not accessible to the public. One health outcome from the community 
garden is increased access to fresh foods, improved diet, and decreasing reliance on sparse 
grocery stores in the community. The second identified health outcome is increased social 
engagement opportunities outside of existing community organizations, such as Crossover 
Church, the American Legion, the forthcoming library, the University Mall, and food banks 
(Florida Health of Hillsborough County 2017). 
 During the development of the community garden in 2015, residents were stealing 
produce from the community garden at night without contributing to the maintenance. University 
Area CDC CEO, Sarah Combs then went door-to-door delivering produce to residents to explain 
the garden was for the community (Reiley 2015). The effort was effective in educating residents 
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on the presence of the garden for their use, but further actions by the University Area CDC 
limited access to the garden by community residents. At the same time the University Area CDC 
installed a “tall, intimidating fence” around the garden, as described by a staff member. This 
resulted in restricting the open hours of the garden. Currently, the garden is only open on Fridays 
from 9am to 11am, which is difficult for some residents to attend. Some residents voiced their 
opinion about the garden being open on Saturdays, but no action has occurred to make this 
happen. During block parties, the garden is open and residents are able to harvest produce, but 
extended hours are necessary to successfully serve residents. The limited accessibility to the 
garden by the community is a counterproductive to the concept of a community garden. Access 
to the garden is moderated by the University Area CDC, which limits the ownership of the 
community garden by the actual community. 
A variety of produce is grown in the garden, from December 2016 to November 2017 
eggplant, kale, tomatoes, parsley, bananas, bok choy, cabbage, onions, broccoli, mustard greens, 
bell peppers, okra and green beans were grown seasonally (Figure 12). Residents can request 
specific types of foods, such as Egyptian eggplant, to grow in the garden and the University Area 
CDC secures grant funding to fulfil those requests. Over the 2017 fiscal year, a total of 47 
education cooking classes were held at the Harvest Hope Center, 219 volunteers were engaged, 
and over 1,500 pounds of produce was harvested from the community garden (Table 4). 
Considering the limited accessibility to the garden by community members, University Area 
CDC maintenance staff are responsible for sustaining the garden outside of community volunteer 
opportunities. Most volunteers are engaged through the monthly University Area CDC flyer 
highlighting the benefits of the garden, like learning how to garden, picking fruits and vegetables 
to take home, and getting involved in the community. One community resident learned about the 
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redevelopment of Harvest Hope Park by speaking with a University Area CDC staff member 
tending the garden. Other residents noticed volunteers in the garden on Fridays and were 
engaged in that way. Some residents are unable to contribute to the garden due to disabilities and 
age, so University Area CDC staff and volunteers harvest produce and deliver it to those 
residents. 
Once the park is complete in late 2018 or early 2019, some residents have expressed 
increased interest in using the garden while their children are playing at the playground. Some 
residents also see the park as an opportunity for children, “to learn about healthy eating.” Other 
residents would like to see the garden be more educational, “it should be labeled in a way so it is 
truly an education experience…understanding the nutrient value, how it is planted and grows.” 
Figure 12. Harvest Hope Park Community Garden 
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One resident understands the value of the community garden, but envisions it functioning 
differently, “I would refer to it more as a demonstration garden and encourage others to have 
their own garden. I don’t really think the garden can sustain a community in any case.” Another 
resident suggested including a sensory garden that is “inclusive for accommodating children with 
special needs.” 
The community garden also provides opportunities for outside organizations to volunteer 
within the community. During the University Area CDC day of volunteer action in January 2017, 
Paint the Town, USF students planted over 200 vegetables in the community garden. 
Unfortunately, no community residents were in the planting group. In this instance, the 
University Area CDC missed a unique opportunity to engage residents and USF students 
Table 3. Community Garden Harvested Produce, January 2017 - October 2017 
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together. Other organizations utilize the community garden as a way to contribute to community 
growth. One particular organization volunteered to paint planter boxes and weed the garden in 
September 2017. 
The community garden was the first step in redeveloping Harvest Hope Park in an effort 
to provide healthy food options in a food desert. Based on the collected data from the University 
Area CDC, the garden is successful in providing food education and community engagement 
opportunities for community residents. The acceptance of the community garden is positive, 
although some residents inspire to see it used as a learning tool for developing independence. At 
the same time, the garden is operated by the University Area CDC, restricting the availability 
and ownership of the garden by community members. 
 
KaBOOM! Playground 
 In September 2017, community members met with KaBOOM! Playground designers, 
Tampa Bay Ray representatives, and the Tampa Bay Rays Mascot, Raymond, to provide input 
on the playground design for Harvest Hope Park. Children drew their dream playgrounds and 
adults provided their feedback in what they wanted to see in the design (Figure 13). On 
November 10, 2017, KaBOOM! gathered community residents, Bank of America Volunteers, 
Tampa Bay Rays volunteers, and University Area CDC staff for a total of 260 volunteers to build 
a full playground in less than six hours. The completed playground includes four swings, three 
slides, a multi-level bridge, play areas for younger and older children, and wood fiber safety 
mulch (Figure 14). 
 Opening statements by University Area CDC CEO, Sarah Combs and Hillsborough 
County Commissioner, Victor Christ highlighted the importance of the playground in providing 
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a safe space for children to play without parents fearing their children being hit by vehicles in the 
street. The desire to create safe play spaces for children is embedded in a saddening reality. In 
2014, a six-year-old boy, Yves Zamora, was killed by a driver while riding his scooter around 
the park (Trimble 2017). One of the main goals of the playground is to create a safe space for 
children in order to prevent future fatalities. CEO, Sarah highlighted, “It’s not just a playground, 
it’s a sign of change for this community.” Residents agree with the need for a safe place for their 
children to play, “I didn’t have a chance as a child to be child. We need spaces for them to play.” 
Figure 13. KaBOOM! Design Day. The playground design day provided community residents 
the opportunity to include their ideas in the final playground product. (Photo Credit: Christian 
Wells). 
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Another resident stated, “there is a real need to create meaningful play spaces for the children. A 
meaningful space that showcases the value we have for our children and teens.”  
 One participant stated the playground will “bring members of the community together” 
and was evident on the build day and at the community ribbon cutting ceremony for the 
playground. The University Area CDC dedicated the playground and a butterfly garden 
constructed on the build day to Yves Zamora, the young boy killed playing in front of the 
Harvest Hope Center in 2014 (Figure 15). The dedication is a pledge by the University Area 
CDC to residents to make sure their children have a safe environment to be prosperous. During 
Figure 14. Completed KaBOOM! Playground. 
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the ceremony, community residents were united by this pledge and the continued existence of the 
playground is a sign of community unity and support. Since the build day, there are children 
playing on the playground every day into the night, despite a lack of lights on the property. 
Parents are driving to the park just to take their children there. About two weeks after the build, a 
piece of equipment was broken on the playground. University Area CDC staff worked quickly to 
fix the equipment prior to the ribbon cutting of the playground.  
 
 
Figure 15. Butterfly Garden. The butterfly garden contains a dedication plaque to Yves 
Zamora. 
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Pond 
 Preliminary plans for the pond at Harvest Hope Park included introducing tilapia as 
another food source for residents. Many residents and University Area CDC staff have voiced 
their disinterest in choosing tilapia for the fish pond at the park, “I wish the tilapia fish farm was 
not a tilapia fish farm. Instead it would be freshwater fish. I know it [tilapia] is one of the least 
nutritious fish,” stated by a staff member. One resident expressed understanding in avoiding 
tilapia because of bad publicity, but she also understands it promotes a healthy lifestyle and 
opportunity for learning food preparation. The same resident suggested building a bridge across 
the pond or docks for fishing, and maybe small boats to engage residents. Another resident 
voiced their desire for fishing, “I would like to take advantage of the fishing. I want to teach my 
daughter how to fish. I went fishing once with my father. I want to really experience it.” At the 
same time, the HIA identified the pond as a potential safety hazard to residents. Small children or 
individuals that do not know how to swim may fall into the pond and risk death by drowning. 
Residents may also risk injury when engaging in activities at the pond. Currently, the fence 
surrounding the pond is broken and requires maintenance (Figure 16). This maintenance issue 
increases the risk of health-related injury or death to residents. Considering the redevelopment of 
the pond is still underway, the outcomes of benefits and hazards to residents from utilizing the 
pond are not completely defined. 
 
Multi-purpose Sports Field 
 One resident recalled the Harvest Hope Park property once had a basketball court and 
used it to hold impromptu community games, but has since been destroyed. Many residents 
voiced their need for sports fields and activities for children, “I would like to have some sporting 
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events at the multipurpose field, like football,” “We need to implement sports. In Chicago, the 
crime rate went down during the Night Hoops Program where kids could play basketball at 
night.” One resident even suggested having a concession stand for sporting events. The 
multipurpose field sponsor, Florida Medical Clinic Foundation of Caring (FMCFOC), awarded 
the University Area CDC a grant for $48,200 “to promote health fitness, and wellness by 
allowing children to safely participate in sports leagues and adults to be active in the Get Moving 
program.” The HIA identified improved physical activity will help to combat preventable disease 
and chronic disease such as diabetes, obesity, and heart complications, decrease premature 
Figure 16. Broken Fence Surrounding the Harvest Hope Park Pond. 
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mortality, and reduce the prevalence of mental health disorders by increasing satisfaction of life 
and reducing the number of stressed, worried, or anxious days in community residents. Other 
residents think the multipurpose field diverges from the focus of the park on healthy food 
production and preparation. One particular resident feels the focus of the park on food provides 
more opportunities for community diversification and education. 
 
Block Parties 
One of the purposes of the block parties is to implement the Art in the Park program to 
engage community residents in art projects, while influencing social interaction, and teaching 
about the University Area CDC and the development of Harvest Hope Park. Block parties are 
hosted at Harvest Hope Park by the University Area CDC and include a variety of activities, 
including drum circles, break dancing, healthy food demonstrations in the Harvest Hope Kitchen, 
sports activities, a DJ, art projects and free food. A Community Outreach Committee (COC) 
member is always in attendance at block parties to organize a table with University Area CDC 
resources on upcoming events, partner resources, and programs. The drum circles and break 
dancing lessons are led by Prodigy staff, which attract children from the Prodigy program to the 
event. Healthy food demonstrations use produce from the community garden to teach healthy 
recipes, such as three-bean salad, and green smoothies. The creation of the Art in the Park 
projects was an initiative to engage residents in the redevelopment process. During the first block 
party in early 2017, Prodigy staff asked children to draw or write ideas representative of the 
community garden. Then, Prodigy staff drew a mural out of the suggestions from children and 
allowed block party attendees to paint the mural. While the mural was not completed during the 
block party, it was completed during the KaBOOM! playground build day. Other art projects 
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created during block parties include some of the murals on the Harvest Hope Center (Figure 17). 
Free food is always provided by the University Area CDC, usually hot dogs and hamburgers. 
Oddly, there is a paradox between the desire of the University Area CDC to promote healthy 
space through the community garden, while providing unhealthy foods to residents at events. 
The University Area CDC uses free food as a way to draw residents in and gather community 
opinion and input on upcoming projects. For example, in order to receive a meal ticket, the 
University Area CDC required block party attendees to fill out a short survey on desired art 
projects for in the park. The same survey method was used to gather community input for the 
Figure 17. Harvest Hope Center Mural. 
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community wide survey. The community wide survey is held every other year when University 
Area CDC staff develop a comprehensive survey to collect data on demographics, education, 
employment, transportation, health and well-being, children, housing, and community safety. 
Results generated from the collected surveys are used to inform current University Area CDC 
programming and develop new programming. Although the idea does provide community input 
and incentive to receive free food at the event, it may discourage residents from attending future 
events. The Art in the Park survey was very short, but the community wide survey was about 50 
questions long and took significant and potentially valuable resident time to complete.  
 At recent block parties, the University Area CDC has encouraged community members 
from the University Area Leaders Collective (UALC) to participate in organizing and 
volunteering in the events. One resident, an aspiring chef who is striving to own his own food 
truck, was given the opportunity to grill the food for one of the block parties. Considering food 
was prepped in the Harvest Hope Center for previous events, more residents were attracted by 
grilling the food outside. At the same time, the resident was engaged in building a skill he wishes 
to make a career. For the October 2017 block party, the same resident was given the opportunity 
to apply UALC training in organizing the entire block party. University Area CDC staff 
supported him by providing contacts and a timeline and process for organizing the event. The 
event organized by the community resident was a large success with one of the highest resident 
turn outs of the year. During the event, the resident went door-to-door encouraging other 
residents to join the event. When he encountered a disgruntled resident that responded to his 
invitation by stating, “well, what is free that they are giving away?” the organizing resident was 
flustered by the interaction and hurt to realize not all residents are interested in community 
engagement. The community resident gained valuable skills in leadership, organization and 
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event planning as well as developed an understanding of challenges in engaging community 
residents from this particular opportunity. This experience is also an opportunity to open the 
discussion on how to address those challenges. Overall the resident agrees the block parties are a 
good opportunity to interact with residents, tell people about University Area CDC services and 
projects, and eventually create a relationship to identify and communicate concerns and 
solutions. 
 
Art in the Park 
 The purpose of Art in the Park was to provide residents with an opportunity to work with 
professional artists to further enrich Harvest Hope Park with three to five community-designed 
installation art projects. One University Area CDC artist explained the project is about place 
making through the creation of art that will beautify Harvest Hope Park, “Instead of the park 
being just a grass park, it will be a community park with community generated art.” The program 
was promoted through the monthly University Area CDC events flyer. The flyer was distributed 
to residents surrounding Harvest Hope Park, and participants in other University Area CDC 
programs such as Prodigy, the computer lab, fitness programs, and Block-by-Block. The flyer 
advertised Saturday morning art classes to learn techniques and work with professional artists 
and Prodigy instructors from July through November 2017 at the Harvest Hope Center in order 
to build and create art pieces designed by the community. The classes provided child care 
services to attendees and an incentive for residents to attend. For every four classes attended by 
residents, they received a $50 Walmart gift card and a one-month free pass to the University 
Area CDC fitness center. 
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Residents were engaged in the development of the program from the beginning. A short 
survey was developed and distributed by the University Area CDC to community members 
asking them if art in the community is important to them, if community input is important to 
them in generating community art, what types of art they want to see in the park, if their families 
spend time creating art and what type of art they create, why families do not create art, if families 
are interested in creating art together, and if they were interested in creating art in the park. 
When the survey was distributed during one of the block parties, some responses were short or 
limited. This may be because some residents were uninterested in art in the community or 
completed the survey to obtain their meal ticket for the event. In this case, the quality of surveys 
was sacrificed for the quantity of surveys. One art instructor also attended UALC meetings to 
meet with residents about Art in the Park. One UALC member suggested art that symbolizes 
hope and depicting diverse children playing together. Another member suggested art that 
represents family and togetherness. A community resident suggested flags, “The community and 
USF are very diverse, so they could invest in as many flags from other countries to make people 
feel included in the community.” Community input was also gathered through community 
interactions, including ideas on family, love, and unity. 
 One idea was presented to the UALC members, a statue of a family embracing each 
other. A small model of the sculpture was later developed as reference during the construction of 
the art installation (Figure 18). The artist explained, the family does not have faces, so any 
resident can project their image of family onto the statue. The base of the statue contained the 
carved words, unity, family, loyalty, and love to highlight the main themes community residents 
wanted to see in the project. The final statue had a plaque with the names of community residents 
that contributed to the design and construction of the project (Figure 19). Another project was a 
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set of huge letters that spell out love (Figure 20). The community garden sign was the third 
project of the Art in the Park program (Figure 21). The final art installations were unveiled to the 
community on December 15, 2017, followed by a community block party to celebrate the 
Figure 18. The Foundation Model 
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achievements of the residents. Discussion of future art projects continue to happen, but no 
official plans have been released. 
 
Figure 19. The Foundation Sculpture. 
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Challenges 
 Overall there are positive attitudes about the redevelopment of the park, but residents, 
University Area CDC staff, and the HIA have identified a series of challenges facing the 
redevelopment: participation, transportation, funding, health, and gentrification. One resident 
highlighted one of the greatest challenges to the park is “trying to get people to participate.” In 
reaction to a small turn out of residents to the first block party, the same resident stated, 
“Obviously, the word is not getting out enough to come out and participate.” A University Area 
CDC staff member conceptualized the lack of participation as a lack of trust and ownership. 
Figure 20. LOVE Sculpture. 
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“Trust, they don’t know us yet and what we are doing. Ownership, they don’t know the park is 
for them.” Another challenge to community participation in the redevelopment process is lack of 
transportation. One resident is thankful they have a car, “We have access to a car, but there are a 
lot of families that do not have access to a car. Transportation is an issue.” To compound this 
issue, Hillsborough Area Regional Transit Authority (HART) suffered a funding cut from 
Hillsborough County in 2017 resulting in the discontinuation of all bus routes through the 
University Area. This disservice to the community makes accessing the park more difficult to 
families not in walking distance and disabled individuals. 
Figure 21. Community Garden Sign. 
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 University Area CDC staff members identified the biggest challenge with the 
redevelopment as dispersing funds for the project and roadblocks to the project timeline. “Some 
of the funding has restrictions around it.” For example, the Tampa Bay Rays sponsored the 
KaBOOM! playground with Bank of America. One of the stipulations for the sponsorship was 
the Tampa Bay Rays choose the color scheme of the playground and a Tampa Bay Rays logo 
was placed on the playground equipment. Dispersing funds from sponsors to the University Area 
CDC takes time and modifies the timeline for development. For example, the multipurpose 
sports field is being funded by FMCFOC, but long funding transactions have resulted in moving 
the field development to phase three of the project. Also, legal and permitting processes take 
time and can “disrupt the timeline of the project.” The day prior to the KaBOOM! playground 
build, the University Area CDC did not have a building permit for the project. Thankfully, 
University Area CDC staff pulled through and received the permit, but the build may have been 
delayed if they were unable to receive the proper permits. Lighting and sidewalks were planned 
for installation during the second phase of the project, but have been moved to the third phase 
due to the permitting process of Hillsborough County. 
Although the park provides a variety of health benefits to residents from access to healthy 
foods to greenspace for play and relaxation, the HIA identified negative health benefits from the 
park. Due to the increased traffic on 15th street, 22nd street, and roadways surrounding the park 
air quality may decrease. Residents may face higher levels of exposure to carcinogens from cars 
and increased particulate matter in the air. This may result in respiratory problems like asthma. 
Another health hazard is increased pedestrian-vehicle conflict. The park currently lacks 
sidewalks and bike lanes making it difficult for families, children, and disabled individuals to 
safely walk to the park, specifically in instances where individuals lack transportation. After 
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sidewalks and street-lights are installed, the rate of pedestrian-vehicle conflict may decrease. At 
the same time, if residents do not use provided sidewalks and crosswalks as intended, they are 
still at risk for pedestrian-vehicle incidents. Pollution is another health hazard to residents around 
Harvest Hope Park. One resident described, “There is an issue with garbage. It is a public health 
hazard. There are times there are swarms of flies. These flies are known to spread diseases and 
we have children in the community.” Overflowing dumpsters of trash produce flies and bugs 
carrying disease (Figure 22). Flooding is also an issue for residents. At a community forum one 
resident mentioned 20th street floods every time it rains. Standing floodwater sits in low lying 
Figure 22. University Area Solid Waste. 
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areas in apartment complexes around Harvest Hope Park (Figure 23). Standing water draws 
mosquitoes carrying disease to residential homes in the UAC and are a major health hazard to 
residents. The HIA identified safety as a hazard during the construction process with the 
possibility of residents becoming injured on the property. Another potential health and safety 
Figure 23. Flooding. An example of flooding in an apartment complex 
near Harvest Hope Park. 
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hazard identified by the HIA is the presence of children around the pond and the risk of children 
falling into the pond and being injured. This risk comes with liability on the University Area 
CDC during and after the redevelopment of the park.  
Finally, one of the largest social impacts of the development of Harvest Hope Park is 
gentrification. Few residents commented on this issue as a concern in the redevelopment process. 
Development will expand from the park to improving residential homes. Beautification and 
infrastructure improvements from the park will hold poor landlords accountable for maintaining 
presentable properties and improving living conditions for residents, but it will also increase 
property values, forcing residents out of the community that can no longer afford to live there. 
The University Area CDC has been tracking changes in property values over time. About two 
years ago a property near Harvest Hope Park was $30,000, but is now $75,000. There is already 
evidence that gentrification is taking place in the community. Formal versus informal land use 
may influence gentrification trends, “like scheduling times for teams to be on the field and 
making it less accessible for informal use to residents.” A University Area CDC employee 
explained:  
“People get excited about things like this then you add the focus on the UA and you start 
seeing people that are a little different than the residents we have now. Sometimes diversity 
dwindles away as more people start moving in and people want to start booking space. 
When people use processes as a way to force out, that has the potential to be a challenge. 
People with resources and know how advocate for schedule. That schedule only seems to 
be utilized by people that suggested it and now it’s a place for people that follow a 
procedural way of utilizing the space. The mall is being redeveloped, the library is being 
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built, and people are buying up properties and I think we are fit for gentrification so we 
need to be aware of it and watch for it.” 
Despite the University Area CDC attempting to avoid gentrification, they highlight the benefits 
of Harvest Hope Park as, “Parks enhance property values, increase municipal revenue, bring in 
home buyers and workers, and attract community investment.” The benefits described by the 
University Area CDC are signs of gentrification, making this redevelopment project vulnerable 
to falling into the path of gentrification. 
 
Crime and Safety 
Crime and safety is a challenge and benefit to the redevelopment of Harvest Hope Park. 
Currently, many residents do not feel safe in the community. Many residents made comments 
like, “People don’t feel safe coming outside,” “I would love to take my kids to the park, but they 
are too scared of drugs, and getting hit by cars. Parks are not safe,” and “I would like to see 
change. I would like to be able to come out of my house at night and be safe.” One resident 
explained how he recently had his bike and phone stolen from him. Some residents expressed not 
wanting to walk around at night with a lack of sidewalks and streetlights because of the presence 
of criminals and homeless individuals. On the other hand, one resident felt confident walking 
around the community, “Regardless of what they might say about this community it is not a 
community at this stage where you feel fearful. You can still walk freely. I have no fear.” 
Despite the real or perceived fears of residents, HCSO crime data has repeatedly reported an 
increase in crime on a yearly basis since January 2015 to October 2017 by 5.93 percent (Table 
5). 
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One resident expressed concern that construction worker equipment and tools will be 
stolen from the development site “because that’s an open-door policy on stealing.” He suggested 
increasing security presence such as Criminal Investigative Services (CIS), contracted by the 
University Area CDC, and more frequent patrols by the HCSO. He also stated crime can be 
prevented during and after the development by residents taking ownership of the park through 
communication and trust with the University Area CDC. This would result in community 
policing and placing liability on rule breakers at the park. University Area CDC staff agreed with 
this resident that promoting community involvement in the project will develop a sense of 
Table 4. University Area Crime Data, January 2015 - October 2017 (HCSO 2017). 
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respect for the space and discourage vandalism. “Ideally we will have residents that take 
ownership of the park and ‘police’ it.” At the same time, residents and staff recognized the 
importance of authoritative security presence in creating a safe space. “You’re going to have to 
have some patrolling once the park is done because you are going to have families there,” 
“security and safety will be an issue if we don’t do it correctly. What happens when the park 
closes? How do we manage and control what it looks like after hours?”  
Creating a safe space for residents in the community using authoritative security presence 
can be difficult, specifically in a community that lacks trust in local law authority. Residents with 
criminal backgrounds confirmed they are more resistant to trust law enforcement and 
authoritative figures because of negative personal experiences in the prison system, with Florida 
State Troopers, and HCSO deputies. My personal experience with HCSO deputies while 
conducting a ground-truthing exercise with a group of peers for a course project reassures 
concerns voiced by community residents. Despite the HCSO’s District 1 website (2017) stating, 
“District 1 prides itself as being a ‘community district,’ providing an open-door policy to the 
citizens it serves”, my groups experiences with personnel contradict this statement. My group 
partners and I felt intimidated, disrespected, and belittled by HCSO staff. Despite explaining our 
intentions for visiting the Sheriff’s Office, personnel provided little information for our research, 
unlawfully directed us not to take any photos on the public property and unlawfully recorded our 
personal identification information despite the fact that we were not committing any unlawful 
acts. All members of the USF group agreed we understood our rights, but were too intimidated to 
stand up against law authority for fear of retribution. If we, as privileged students, were treated in 
such an unlawful and disrespectful way, the residents of the community have a right to be fearful 
and distrusting of the HCSO. This experience reinforces the idea that residents cannot participate 
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in decision making in the community when there is a lack of trust between residents and 
authorities. 
The largest safety issue in the UAC, outside of crime, is a lack of infrastructure. In 2016, 
the University Area CDC conducted a walkability survey with community residents to identify 
challenges in mobility around the community. Major issues with sidewalks defined by the 
community were sidewalks start and stop (48 percent), were broken or cracked (45 percent), 
were blocked (19 percent), were flooded (17 percent), or there were no sidewalks (23 percent). 
One resident commented during a community meeting, “You can’t walk down the road. You 
can’t ride a bike. Sidewalks are discontinuous. Some [sidewalks] are really great and others are 
Rambos” (Figure 24). Other residents noted they see a lot of women pushing strollers in the 
street or in the dirt due to lack of sidewalks. Pedestrian issues with drivers were defined as not 
stopping for people crossing the street (53 percent), speeding (54 percent), and not paying 
attention (46 percent). Many residents commented on HCSO officers speeding on roads around 
Harvest Hope Park. One resident stated, “Police drive down the street crazy.” Attributes that 
contributed to negative walkability experiences were no shade (37 percent), litter (31 percent), 
no lighting (37 percent), and lack of grass, flowers and trees (32 percent). Difficulty crossing the 
street was attributed to no pedestrian crossing signals (32 percent), no striped crosswalks (34 
percent), and traffic signals that are too long or too short (30 percent). Overall, the University 
Area CDC identified the following needs: safety improvements, cleaner streets, children friendly, 
more shade, pet control, more security, sidewalk additions, improved lighting, crosswalk 
additions, and better light signals. During one of my interviews, one participant suggested 
installing stop signs at street intersections around the park. Specifically speaking about 
infrastructure around Harvest Hope Park, one resident stated, “We do need sidewalks there 
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around the park. When the park is finished put speed bumps in because it is a residential area and 
a school bus goes through here. It’s safety for the kids. Kids are out there, and they run in the 
street to get a ball and they end up being someone’s hood ornament.” 
The planned installation of improved infrastructure will benefit the safety of community 
residents. The HIA identified that more bike lanes, sidewalks, and lighting will increase safe 
walking spaces for residents around the community. Sidewalks will make people feel safer about 
not getting hit by vehicles, and allow more accessibility to physically disabled individuals with 
walkers and wheelchairs. Although the installation of sidewalks and lighting is still incomplete, 
Figure 24. An Example of No Sidewalks. 
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residents are excited to experience the positive benefits. “My family can’t wait to finally have a 
safe place where my kids can play and where I can meet other like-minded residents.” 
  
  102 
 
 
CHAPTER 6:  
DISCUSSION 
 
6.1 Health and Environmental Impacts 
 The various aspects involved in the redevelopment of Harvest Hope Park provide both 
negative and positive impacts on health and the environment. Harvest Hope Park as a whole, as 
well as the KaBOOM! playground, multi-purpose sports field, and block parties function as a 
greenspace for adults and children to be physically active in a safe environment, resulting in 
decreased health complications. Increased physical activity may result in less trips to doctors for 
health concerns, reduced pressure and cost of health care coverage, and less missed days of work 
and school. The community garden and fish pond combat the challenge of residents living in a 
food desert by providing diversified foods for supplementing food needs. Promoting the 
community garden during block parties also educates residents on healthy food choices and 
preparation techniques as well as education on how to build personal sustainable gardens. At the 
same time, the redevelopment of Harvest Hope Park results in possible negative health 
implications. Increased air pollution and potential water contamination may result in negative 
health consequences such as respiratory complications and stomach ulcers. The pond increases 
health concerns due to children at risk of injury or drowning near or in the pond.  
In terms of environmental benefits, Harvest Hope Park enhances beautification efforts in 
the community. Events such as Art in the Park provide opportunities for residents to engage in 
beautification efforts. This benefit may result in residents practicing beautification efforts in their 
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own residences, such as installing personal gardens or apartment complex gardens around the 
community. The park as a whole and the community garden also contribute to enhancing 
biodiversity in the community. Some of the environmental challenges to the redevelopment 
project is the current lack of infrastructure, resulting in real and perceived lack of safety to 
residents, and trash present in and around the park. Residents do not want to play or plant 
vegetables in an environment filled with litter and pests from overflowing trash dumpsters. Strict 
actions will need to be enforced to reduce and eliminate the constant trash problem around the 
park. 
Analysis of participants defining environmental terms identifies a lack of knowledge 
among staff and University Area Community (UAC) residents in understanding environmental 
science. Opportunities for continuing environmental and health education are necessary to 
informing residents of environmental blight in relation to negative health impacts. Continued 
education would benefit to focus on learning community history, identifying and documenting 
blight or environmental concerns in the community, and identifying correspondence between 
health disparities and environmental impacts, such as poor infrastructure, water quality, and 
stomach ulcers. As a result, environmental education would expand residents’ understanding of 
their positionality within an environmental justice case. My research does not determine how the 
University Area CDC conceptualizes the UAC as an environmental justice community. Prior to 
initiating environmental education programs to residents would require the University Area CDC 
to accept the environmental justice status of the community. With that understanding, the 
University Area CDC can aid the community by providing the skills, resources, and 
opportunities for residents to address and voice community concerns to political stakeholders. 
 
  104 
6.2 Levels of Engagement 
As reviewed in public health literature, there are three levels of engagement, 
informational, review, and interactive (Freudenberg et al. 2011). The University Area CDC 
provides opportunities for engagement at each level. At the informational level, distributing 
flyers to UAC residents for any community events engages residents at the most basic level. A 
majority of residents are engaged at this level because there is no need for commitment to 
meetings or events. The only commitment needed from residents is to physically accept event 
flyers when staff distribute them in the community. Although this level of engagement is surface 
deep in developing relationships with residents, there has been an increase of interactions 
between residents and University Area CDC staff. The formation of relationships at the base 
level foster deeper resident involvement into the second level of engagement, review.  
In the review level of engagement, residents are provided opportunities to provide 
feedback to voice ideas and concerns on community development and needs (Freudenberg et al. 
2011). The University Area CDC is successful by providing opportunities for residents to offer 
feedback through the Community Wide Survey, community conversations, the Art in the Park 
Survey, and the community playground design workshop. Unlike the informational level of 
engagement, the level of participation by resident varies by particular events. The Community 
Wide Survey, Art in the Park survey, and community playground design workshop resulted in a 
high participation rate from residents, while community conversations and meetings resulted in 
minimum participation by residents with the largest turnout being five residents. One of the 
explanations for this may be how the particular opportunities were formatted. Surveys are quick 
and easy to receive feedback from residents with limited time, but meetings require a time 
commitment. One resident specifically identifies the challenge that “Most of us don’t have the 
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time. They are busy.” University Area CDC staff are sensitive to understanding this challenge to 
engagement and attempt to provide various levels of engagement opportunities, “I think about 
my own life and I don’t even have kids. Imagine having children, being worried about life issues. 
We try to make engagement levels different from basic input and being a part of the planning 
process to full engagement.” Another explanation for the high number of collected community 
surveys is the implemented method of survey distribution. Attendees of block parties had to fill 
out a survey in order to get a meal ticket, resulting in all attendees contributing to the community 
survey. In a sense, the University Area CDC leverages community attendance to draw residents 
into providing their opinions to the University Area CDC on community needs and ideas on 
development projects. This tactic is successful in collecting a large number of surveys, but can 
diminish the quality of responses. While inputting data for the community wide survey, 
responses collected during the block party had less open-ended responses and were overall less 
complete than surveys collected through other events.  
Residents that commit to timely meetings and events, are some of the same residents that 
engage in opportunities to participate in local decision-making process and defining community 
needs, resources, and services. This is the third level of engagement, interactive participation. In 
the UAC, this particular opportunity manifests through the existence of the UALC. Unlike the 
other two levels of engagement, this is the deepest level of engagement and the least participated 
in. Utilizing UALC members to organize community events, such as block parties and sports 
programs, provides residents the ability to learn and apply skills advancing the development of 
the community. This opportunity in turn establishes agency in residents and has the ability to 
build community capacity. On the other hand, the UALC currently has 13 members, which have 
varying degrees of participation within the collective. There are about three UALC members that 
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are deeply involved in organizing community events and applying skills to developing the 
community. Despite this being a challenge, these three residents have recruited other residents to 
attend UALC meetings at the least, meaning the group has the potential to keep growing. There 
is a sense of disconnect between the community and the University Area CDC. There is 
consensus that many residents do not know about the University Area CDC, despite recognizing 
the basketball courts located near the community center. In a year, the University Area CDC 
engaged over 3,000 residents in events. The data does not account for repeat residents at various 
events. Overall, the University Area CDC attracts community attendance to events involving 
low-level commitment to community engagement, but struggle to attract community attendance 
to events involving deep-level commitment to community activates. My analysis identifies the 
distribution of participation between the three levels of engagement and lends the ability to 
address the question; what factors contribute to low levels of deep participation in the UAC? 
 My research identifies and supports three factors contributing to low levels of deep 
participation in the UAC, 1) economic and employment hardships; 2) compound impacts of 
living in crisis mode; and 3) a lack of community trust. I describe each of these in more detail 
below. The lack of financial stability within the UAC is evident in the ratio of renters versus 
homeowners, level of unemployment, level of poverty, and average annual income. The area 
provides a lack of employment opportunities, resulting in residents having multiple jobs, 
inconsistent working schedules, single adult working households, and unexpected 
unemployment. These challenges result in residents having inconsistent schedules and a lack of 
time to commit to attending events and meetings. Financial and employment instability 
contributes to a larger factor that many residents function in crisis mode. 
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 “Crisis mode” is the state where residents are only focused on meeting basic needs like 
rent, water, food, and clothing. Multiple Block-by-Block families stated they cannot participate 
in community involvement because of being “in a crisis mode.” Crisis mode is defined 
differently for each family from lack of health insurance, economic instability, children with 
sickness, not qualifying for government assistance programs, varying documentation statuses, 
limited language skills, limited education, dependence on public transportation, lack of childcare, 
not being able to meet food needs, lack of development toys for growing children, lack of school 
supplies and clothes, not enough furniture for everyone in the house, no internet access for 
completing children’s homework, and lack of social support networks. Residents facing any of 
these challenges are concerned with deeper issues than building a park. Some residents are 
thankful for the park, but do not see it addressing any of the deeper issues going on in the 
community like homelessness, slumlords, affordable housing, trash, and addiction. The 
University Area CDC is pushing to address some of the bigger issues involved with inhibiting 
community engagement through the Block-by-Block program. A University Area CDC staff 
member stated, “We want to make sure they are stable enough internally, the hierarchy of needs, 
so they can reach the top of the tier, so they are thinking about others, about their community.” 
The University Area CDC is also in the processes of securing grant money for future projects to 
address the deeper issues residents relate with like affordable housing, lack of internet access, 
and lack of home ownership and homelessness. Implementing these future projects will be 
another opportunity to encourage various levels of engagement by residents. 
The third factor that contributes to levels of community engagement is trust, within the 
community, and between the University Area CDC and residents. Within the UAC there is a 
sense of community distrust that starts with perception of the community. Community members 
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view the University Area as a place of low income, low employment, a lot of children, USF 
students, transient populations, homelessness, vacant properties, and a lack of growth. Residents 
have small social networks where they know their neighbors in their apartment complexes, but 
want stronger social networks, “I want to feel belonged. For me, I don’t feel like I matter. Feels 
like people are not welcomed.” Individuals that are homeless and have limited social community 
feel alienated, “I am homeless, so I don’t have a community. I feel harassed. I feel powerless. 
I’m not one of them.” One resident argues, building community unity starts with building trust in 
children, “Some of these young children don’t have trust in their life. If you apply trust to a 
child’s life, it would bring out their best abilities. I feel he or she will see life in a better 
perspective. They will try to achieve as much as they can.” The perceptions of the University 
Area, and the feeling of alienation inhibits the development of agency in residents, limiting their 
ability to participate in community engagement.  
 There is also a lack of trust between the University Area CDC and community residents. 
This lack of trust also leads back to the lack of trust in authorities, such as the HCSO. The first 
aspect of this characteristic is how trust is broken in redevelopment initiatives. One of the 
challenges of redevelopment is the extended timeline of large projects that can wane resident 
support when redevelopment does not occur quickly. Some residents start expecting projects to 
never be completed, “That’s what we do. Start stuff and just walk away and that’s how stuff 
breaks down.” Completing proposed projects to communities is vital to building and maintaining 
trust because, “People can be turned off by a broken promise.” During this research, I 
experienced more than one instance of broken promises. In May 2016, the University Area CDC 
advertised a staff member would be present at the Harvest Hope Park Center to open the garden 
and serve as a representative of the parks redevelopment. While attending one of these advertised 
  109 
open houses, no University Area CDC staff ever showed up to the center, no one was inside, and 
the garden and center were locked. Another resident arrived for the open house and was 
disappointed to see the Harvest Hope Park Center was not open. This particular experience is one 
example of how the University Area CDC lacks accountability to their residents at times. In this 
instance, they failed the community by making a commitment and failing to follow through with 
it. Another example is being late to community events. On at least two occasions the COC was 
late to arriving and setting up for an apartment social for community residents. On one occasion 
while distributing flyers at an apartment complex, 100 residents did not receive flyers for the 
event because the COC did not print enough. This is failure of preparation and another example 
of how to degrade trust with residents. One resident commented, “Proper preparation prevents 
poor performance.” How can they expect residents to be committed to community development, 
if they, themselves cannot be accountable? Why would they expect residents to be on time for a 
meeting, when they are unprepared themselves? At the same time, COC members volunteer their 
time to the committee. Their first commitment is to complete their main job tasks, then 
volunteering for COC events and meetings. The balance between COC commitments and job 
commitments can be complex and challenging for many employees.  
The second characteristic that contributes to a lack of trust is resident’s notations that the 
University Area CDC “work is very superficial. It makes me wonder, if the persons involved at 
the University Area CDC are more concerned with patting each other on the back instead of 
getting out in the community.” An example provided by a resident stated the University Area 
CDC was closed the entire week of Christmas, “when people are in need the most.” One resident 
highlights the superficial actions of the University Area CDC when commenting on the design of 
Harvest Hope Park, “It becomes another hallmark University Area CDC project that is an icon of 
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disconnect from the community.” The same resident also comments, “University Area CDC 
properties provide the opportunity for the University Area CDC to showcase the best of the 
community, instead the University Area CDC is contributing to the ghettoization of the 
community. It makes me question the sincerity of the University Area CDC commitment.” One 
resident explains the disconnect of the University Area CDC to the community, “If you are 
developing people it cannot happen where all the people you are engaging come from the same 
household. That is a glorious show of failure to engage the community.” This is also an example 
of failure to connect with residents. Another explanation is organizational leadership, “What I 
have found is that there are some challenges in the organizational culture of the University Area 
CDC in how it engages the community. I find the University Area CDC has major doubts in its 
sense of authenticity or commitment to the community. I pinpoint that to the cultural 
organization and the leadership management of the staff.” One resident suggests, “I think the 
feedback from the consumer should become the basis for rewards and for judging performance 
[of employees]. If that is done, it will reinforce the positive behaviors and attitudes and 
disincentives other ones that are not furthering the mission of the University Area CDC.” 
Residents feel disconnected when “programs are implemented in a mechanical way,” and want to 
see a more “human element” to programs with “more flexibility,” and “making it happen and not 
just saying it.” Aside from these notions, it is clear the University Area CDC has been successful 
in developing relationships with residents through the increased number of residents engaged at 
events, the increased number of events and engagement opportunities, as well as the general 
increase of University Area CDC present within the community. 
One University Area CDC staff member recognizes the possibility of losing sight of the 
mission and purpose of the organization, “[It is] more than designing a program. It’s also about 
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the execution and connecting with people and asking them how can we serve you? It’s not about 
image building for the University Area CDC to get funding. We understand the importance, but 
you can get caught up in it.” Some residents provide suggestions on how they would like to see 
the University Area CDC improve, “a more serious ear given to meet people where they 
are…know them by name,” and “I think there needs to be a shared vision.” A resident suggestion 
provides opportunity for development within the University Area CDC, “The fact that we fail at 
something doesn’t mean we always fail. Reflection of the University Area CDC will help create 
humility towards itself and the residents.” This suggests the University Area CDC should 
constantly be evaluating the sincerity and commitment to the community. By doing so, the staff 
and organization can better serve the community in the most altruistic ways for sustainable 
community development.  
These factors challenging community participation can be reversed through the 
development of temporary space into permanent space, or the process of place-making. One 
resident states participation in the redevelopment in the park has built trust within the community 
by letting residents know about the University Area CDC. Place-making is the process where 
people transform the locations they inhabit into the places where they live (Cilliers et al. 2015; 
PPSC 2007). On one hand, the University Area CDC “can’t control how much money they 
[residents] make, but they can call the University Area their home instead of just the place they 
live.” By developing communities into places residents want to live, residents develop place 
attachment and investment in the continued development process, potentially resulting in 
increased resident participation. At the same time, developing place attachment or identity to the 
environment increases the ability to build community capacity. 
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6.3 Building Community Capacity 
In order for the University Area CDC to be successful in developing community capacity 
in the community they must first meet five basic quality standards of success for CDCs as 
defined by Clay (1995), Gittell and Wilder (1999), and Vidal (1992; 1997): 1) a defined mission 
containing a basic set of goals that reflect an assessment of community needs and priorities; 2) 
organizational competency with an experienced staff, active board, and leadership stability with 
the ability to engage in planning, community organizing, fund-raising, and project development; 
3) adequate and diversified funding sources; 4) community support; and 5) political capital to 
influence and advocate for community residents to decision makers.  
The University Area CDC mission is detailed and highlights community needs and 
priorities such as family development, crime prevention, and commerce growth. Although the 
mission highlights social priorities to residents, it fails to mention environmental concerns and 
lumps crucial family concerns, such as linguistic isolation, employment challenges, and 
education levels into family development or commerce growth. Providing a specific definition 
for family development would highlight the specific concerns and needs of community residents. 
University Area CDC staff and board members are experienced in community development with 
proper education and job histories. The leadership stability has been solid since the creation of 
the University Area CDC with University Area CDC support from Hillsborough County 
Commissioner, Victor Crist, and community organization stakeholders. Employing University 
Area CDC residents at the community center would provide community knowledge leveraging 
authoritative knowledge in developing sustainable, needs addressing programing for residents 
and promoting community relationships and trust. Historically, funding streams for the 
University Area CDC come from federal, county and state level funding as well as private 
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foundations. Unfortunately, the budget cuts to the Prodigy program were a necessary lesson in 
learning to diversify funding sources and prevent future program funding shortages. Overall, the 
funding for Harvest Hope Park is from a diversified pool of resources allowing aspects of the 
park to be completed in full, but restricting the timeline of development. The University Area 
CDC has worked to improve community engagement and support of programs and services. By 
providing various levels of engagement the University Area CDC has been able to connect with 
more residents. More participation is needed in deeper levels of engagement to maintain 
community voices and opinions in organizing and developing projects and programs. The UALC 
is a start to generating this type of engagement, but recruitment and expansion of the group is 
necessary, especially for continuing to build political capital. The University Area CDC already 
uses Prodigy to leverage political stakeholders for state funding, but more community leaders 
and voices are needed to advocate for the community in a political setting. The UALC is 
arranged to provide skill-building workshops to teach residents to be successful in political 
advocacy, but increased engagement is necessary to develop political agency of residents. 
 As identified in the literature there are 10 measurements of building community capacity: 
leadership, participation, skills, resources, social and organizational networks, sense of 
community, community power, communication, group cohesion, and community capacity 
(Freudenberg et al. 2011). The redevelopment of Harvest Hope Park has supported all 10 defined 
measurements for building community capacity through the method of Community Participatory 
Involvement (CPI) as described by Whiteford and Vindrola-Padros (2016). Just as the CPI model 
is founded on equity and equality, the development processes of Harvest Hope Park rely on these 
foundational characteristics. First, community leaders were identified during the development 
processes of Harvest Hope Park and provided opportunities to apply knowledge and skills within 
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the development process. One resident leader was used to engage other residents in the 
redevelopment processes and events at Harvest Hope Park. This resident organized and 
facilitated one of the block parties at Harvest Hope Park and is currently utilizing his skills and 
knowledge to develop a new program, Night Hoops, a basketball program to keep at risk youth 
off the streets at night. Another resident was very active in the community garden, by 
volunteering to deliver harvested produce to community residents. One resident engaged in Art 
in the Park became committed to the program and working with the art instructors. The resident 
would spend all day working on the family statue in the park. Although there are only a few 
identified leaders in the community, through the development process and continued engagement 
of resident, future leaders will emerge.  
The general level of participation at the University Area CDC has increased with 
redevelopment events at Harvest Hope Park, thus supporting one of the key concepts of CPI, 
community participation (Whiteford and Vindrola-Padros 2016). Attendance numbers for each 
block party and the number of residents engaged on a monthly basis increased positively over 
time. Some of the art in the park is semi-permanent and will eventually degrade due to weather. 
The University Area CDC sees this as opportunity to maintain relationships and a community 
sense of ownership over the park by creating more art, dance or music. Another opportunity to 
engage residents in the redevelopment of the park is invite them to participate in Paint the Town 
events and community clean-up initiatives. Utilizing the park space will continue to increase 
informal and review levels of engagement. The goal would be to leverage those participants into 
becoming committed to regular University Area CDC involvement, such as the UALC. 
 The University Area CDC utilizes the skills of community members throughout the 
redevelopment process and have provided opportunities to expand and learn new skills for 
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community residents. Capitalizing on non-formal education is another characteristic of the CPI 
model (Whiteford and Vindrola-Padros 2016). Resident volunteers at block parties have applied 
cooking skills to serve foods to residents. The community garden provides opportunities for 
residents to educate each other on cultural foods and gardening skills, while the demonstration 
kitchen can be used for residents to teach other residents meal preparation techniques. UALC 
members are always provided opportunities to build skills through leadership training and 
development. Those skills can then be transferred into leadership through community 
engagement. Art in the Park is in itself, an educational opportunity for residents to learn a new 
skill they can later refer to when engaging in other redevelopment aspects.  
The University Area CDC rely on residents as resources for volunteer opportunities in the 
redevelopment process. At the same time, the University Area CDC leverages social and 
organizational networks to meet other resource needs for the community through securing 
sponsorships, grant funding, volunteers, guest speakers, and donations. The University Area 
CDC is successful in providing all necessary resources in engaging residents in the 
redevelopment of Harvest Hope Park. Funding sources were secured and organized by 
University Area CDC staff for the Art in the Park program to ensure residents had access to the 
physical resources they needed to complete projects, and educational resources to learn advanced 
art techniques as well as incentives for participation. The University Area CDC also seeks 
funding for garden supplies. For block party and other events the University Area CDC provided 
all of the food, most of the volunteers, the DJ, and activities. In order to utilize community 
resources, the University Area CDC should entrust more responsibilities to the UALC members 
and encourage them to apply acquired skills and knowledge in future redevelopment processes.  
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Despite one of the challenges to community engagement being a lack of sense of 
community, the redevelopment of Harvest Hope Park has encouraged its growth. One University 
Area CDC staff member recognizes that, “a sense of community pride is a marker of success in 
this project.” The number of people who collaborated in the Harvest Hope Park redevelopment 
process, the playground build, and Art in the Park projects is evidence of building a sense of 
community. Another indicator of community cohesion is witnessing the shared pride between 
family members during projects. One art instructor recalled, “The parents were working on the 
project [family statue] and the kids said ‘Daddy, I love you’ because he was proud of his dad and 
that’s beautiful.” Block parties also play a role in building a sense of community. Residents are 
given a space to socially engage with each other and allow their children to be social and active 
at the same time. These events also provide an opportunity to engage in sports and activities 
together while getting to know neighbors and community members. The completion of the 
KaBOOM! playground is another success in building a sense of community. Residents have a 
final product to take pride in, knowing they contributed to a piece of redevelopment that allows a 
safe space for kids to be active and healthy. That sense of accomplishment is shared by 
community residents and supports building a sense of community.  
 The redevelopment of Harvest Hope Park has influenced community power in decision 
making processes through the overall design of the park, the design of the playground and the 
Art in the Park program. Before designs for the park began, University Area CDC staff engaged 
residents in providing ideas of what features they wanted to see in the park and how they wanted 
to use the park. Final renderings of the park included all resident ideas, with the exception of a 
swimming pool. Residents wanted a safe place for kids and a place to be active outdoors 
resulting in the playground, outdoor equipment, and multi-purpose sports field. The playground 
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was designed by community children and adults. Families provided ideas on what they wanted to 
see in the playground, and were provided the opportunity to vote on their favorite design idea 
from projected renderings by KaBOOM! Art in the Park designs functioned in the same way, by 
engaging residents in designing art they want to see in the community and engaging them in the 
process. “The residents decided what was best for the community.” The fact that projects were 
completed with the engagement of residents in the development and building processes provided 
community power for residents. The next step would be to expand community power in decision 
making to a political level. One way to do this would be to encourage residents to attend 
meetings with political stakeholders to voice community concerns. 
 The development process of Harvest Hope Park included establishing clear 
communication by distributing flyers and information to residents on the activities at the park 
and upcoming events at the University Area CDC. Residents were invited to the ground-breaking 
ceremony, block parties, and community garden activities. Residents outside the initial block 
area of Harvest Hope Park were not distributed flyers as frequently as the Harvest Hope Park 
area. Informing residents on the periphery of the park of upcoming events would improve 
resident engagement and inform more of the community of University Area CDC services. 
Communication can also be improved at the park by installing a bulletin board on the outside of 
the Harvest Hope Center with upcoming events flyers, Harvest Hope Park events and activities, 
and University Area CDC programing information. Once a committed University Area CDC 
staff member is present at the Harvest Hope Center on a reliable schedule, additional University 
Area CDC resources can be available to residents while staff will be present to serve more 
residents face-to-face. Community leaders and UALC members can also be used to disseminate 
information to the community. Residents are more accepting of information from community 
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residents, then from a University Area CDC staff member from outside of the community. 
Utilizing employed UAC residents would improve communication and strengthen ties between 
the University Area CDC and the community. 
Group cohesion has also evolved through the development process of Harvest Hope Park. 
There is a greater sense of community between residents, but there is also an expanded sense of 
belonging between the University Area CDC and community residents. One of the Art in the 
Park instructors explained how his conceptualization of community has developed, “this is one 
of the best projects worked on with the community here. It helped me personally understand 
different people. They opened up to sharing commonalities with other community members. And 
as a group they will have their names on the project.” Another art instructor on the project 
commented, “Art has the ability to unite, bring people together despite diversity, and empower 
the community.” The community garden functions in the same way by creating space for social 
cohesion among residents and learning, understanding, and respecting each other’s life 
experiences, skills, knowledge, and positionality. Residents are also creating an attachment to 
place that will result in forming group cohesion in keeping the park clean and safe. One resident 
stated they would stop someone from vandalizing any of the Art in the Park, because of their 
sense of connection to it by being involved in the creation process. Community cohesion has the 
potential to continue strengthening through incorporating community involvement in stages of 
the redevelopment project.  
Community capacity has not fully been developed in the UAC through the development 
of Harvest Hope Park, but it has developed a foundation for strengthening community capacity. 
Residents comprehend the negative real and perceived social challenges related to structural 
violence within the community. At the same time, there is a lack of education surrounding health 
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and environmental benefits and challenges within the community. Prior to residents being able to 
actively participate in all decision-making processes surrounding health and social initiatives, 
increasing the educational basis on these issues is pertinent to building the foundations of 
community capacity. The next level of capacity building is to leverage community leaders to 
mobilize a resident group in being advocates of the community’s concerns and ideas. Since the 
University Area CDC is already working on developing the UALC, and providing opportunities 
to build trust and cohesion in the community, the foundation is being developed to promote 
successful community capacity. Continued projects in creating art and engaging the community 
as well as the future phases of development of Harvest Hope Park will continue to support the 
foundation of community engagement. The final stage of building community capacity is for 
community leaders to successfully advocate for the agency of the community to political, 
community, and organizational stakeholders in order to influence change on issues impacting the 
social, health, or environmental well-being of the community. 
 
6.4 Conclusion 
Throughout the completed phases of the redevelopment of Harvest Hope Park, the 
University Area CDC has strengthened its foundation to grow as a successful CDC, and provided 
opportunities for the community and residents to grow and build a foundation for enhancing 
community capacity building. Currently, the University Area CDC has a strong defined 
organization and mission, but needs to specifically identify challenges of the UAC and how the 
University Area CDC programing addresses them. Further development of engagement needs to 
take place by engaging residents at the interactive level such as including residents on the 
University Area CDC Board of Directors. This opportunity for engagement by residents will 
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strengthen trust between the University Area CDC and residents, as well as build political capital 
for residents to voice opinions to political stakeholders. Although few residents are involved in 
the interactive level of engagement, the participation of the UALC will grow, even if it is slowly, 
but it will attract and identify future community leaders to become involved. The current level of 
deep engagement is not a sign of failure, instead it is a sign of success for the University Area 
CDC. The redevelopment project has created a niche opportunity to offer new levels of 
engagement to residents and has the potential to continue to develop assuming the University 
Area CDC supports the UALC and redevelopment initiatives to engage residents. At the same 
time, the University Area CDC must address some of the contributing factors to a lack of 
interactive involvement of residents. The University Area CDC needs to continue supporting 
their programs addressing economic and employment hardships and addressing the core 
concerns of families functioning in crisis mode. Land banking efforts, the Block-by-Block 
program, and Affordable Housing program are the start to addressing central concerns of 
residents in order to provide them more opportunity to engage in various levels of involvement. 
Completing projects, expanding housing opportunities, place-making, reducing crime, increasing 
safety, installing infrastructure will provide examples of change and commitment from the 
University Area CDC to the community. These actions will challenge false authenticity 
surrounding University Area CDC projects and develop true loyalty and commitment between 
the University Area CDC and residents. In order to continue meeting community needs, the 
University Area CDC must continue to support the successful factors for CDC success and build 
opportunities for trust among community residents and between the organization and residents.  
At the same time, the redevelopment of Harvest Hope Park has allowed the UAC to 
develop a foundation to develop a level of community capacity. To some degree, each 
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measurement of building community capacity has been addressed through the redevelopment 
project. The University Area CDC needs to continue identifying community leaders and 
increasing the amount of participation at the various levels of engagement, diversify funding 
streams to maintain independence and sustainability, continue to develop skills and resources 
from community residents, and expand the political leverage of residents, rely on community 
leaders as liaisons. The goal of community capacity is to develop resident agency in being 
community advocates in identifying and addressing community needs and concerns to 
organizational and political stakeholders. Although the redevelopment of Harvest Hope Park has 
not met that goal, the foundation of community capacity has been built. It is evident in how 
residents are taking ownership of the park by cleaning it up, participating in the creation of art, 
and redevelopment projects. The shared sense of cohesion and community power have 
developed the foundation to enhance community capacity and community involvement in the 
redevelopment of blighted space. 
The redevelopment of Harvest Hope Park has resulted in creating and strengthening 
social connections between residents in the community. The community garden, playground, 
block parties, and Art in the Park have given residents a space to meet other parents, families, 
and children while bonding over a new community resource. Further development of the multi-
purpose sports field and fishing pond will continue to enhance these community connections. 
With the increased social connections between residents, there has been a greater acceptance of 
diversity between residents in sharing cultural foods and preparation at the community garden 
and Harvest Hope Center. Community outreach and events at the park have also strengthened 
relationships between residents and University Area CDC staff. More efforts are necessary for 
engaging residents outside the initial residential area of Harvest Hope Park. Additionally, 
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Harvest Hope Park services need to be available on a consistence basis to residents, such as the 
community garden. Some of the challenges to social development at Harvest Hope Park is the 
fear of safety and crime during the construction process. Stronger relationships between the 
HCSO, University Area CDC, and residents are necessary to avoid increased crime and develop 
a sense of safety around the park. Another concern is the issue of gentrification after the 
redevelopment of the park. Although residents did not comment on the developmental concerns 
of Harvest Hope Park, the University Area CDC does recognize the importance of developing 
safety and trust in the community and combating gentrification to maintain the social 
construction of the community.  
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CHAPTER 7:  
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
7.1 Introduction 
Considering the University Area CDC plays a crucial role in aiding the University Area 
Community (UAC) in developing community capacity, I provide a series of recommendations to 
the University Area CDC to improve the relationship between the organization and the 
community. First, the University Area CDC can increase their presence within the UA by 
utilizing creative outlets for improving communication avenues with residents. Second, the 
University Area CDC can provide opportunities for continued education on environmental and 
health challenges found in the UA. Partnering with local universities can expand resources and 
opportunities for students and community members to participate in research on the UAC. 
Further, community engagement can be increased through engaging all ages of residents and 
building trust. Finally, the University Area CDC can support community capacity building by 
continuing to empower community residents and providing them an outlet for voicing concerns 
to stakeholders.  
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7.2 Recommendations 
 
Increasing Presence and Communication 
Beyond the surrounding block of Harvest Hope Park, further University Area CDC 
presence is needed. Communicating with residents outside the initial community builds 
community support for the University Area CDC, while providing opportunities to identify 
community leaders and attract residents to participate in community programs and projects 
(Freudenberg et al. 2011). Increasing communication of events can be diverse with emails, 
newsletters, and maintenance of a project websites (ECT n.d.b). Currently the University Area 
CDC history on their website only includes events up to 2011. Further events need to be added to 
the timeline including the development of Harvest Hope Park and new programs, awards, and 
achievements. The website can also provide login access for UALC members, considering the 
main communication platform, Wiggio, has been discontinued. Additionally, the website and 
other social media platforms can be used to collect information from residents by using short 
surveys. These platforms can also be used to collect maintenance requests for University Area 
CDC properties, collect feedback on past University Area CDC projects and events, and report 
and document blight and beautification efforts within the community. 
 
Educating the Community 
 Educating the community builds knowledge in making educated decisions in 
development projects, as well as fosters agency for residents to be actively involved in complex 
decision-making processes (Solitare and Lowrie 2012; Whiteford and Vindrola-Padros 2016). I 
specifically recommend education on environmental hazards and identifying them, activism, 
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decision-making processes and community history. This education can be implemented through 
the UALC. Members of the collective can be educated and provided resources, skills, and 
opportunities to educate other members of the community on these issues such as understanding 
environmental contamination levels, types of contamination and health impacts. Forming a solid 
educational foundation in understanding environmental-health related hazards can influence 
residents to take action and advocate for the protection of their family’s and community’s health. 
 
Leverage University Relationships 
 Universities have access to a variety of knowledge, resources, technical skills, and 
research that can be used by the University Area CDC in a variety of ways (Schensul 2010; Shiel 
et al. 2016). Universities also have the ability to bridge the gap between communities and 
stakeholders (Berke and Conroy 2000). The University Area CDC can offer a variety of 
interdisciplinary internships to USF students in all fields and at all education levels. Examples 
could be providing internships for database management, content creation for the website or 
online resources, and program management. Based on collected volunteer feedback from the 
Block-by-Block program students enjoy hands-on experiences such as creating the binders for 
Block-by-Block families, connecting with the community, learning about the UAC and 
University Area CDC, and opportunities for academic and personal growth. Leveraging 
university partnerships provides students with hands-on experience while benefiting the overall 
University Area CDC and community (Shiel et al. 2016). Residents agree, “It’s an opportunity 
the University Area CDC ought not to miss.” 
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Engage Residents in New Ways 
 Focus on targeting new groups of community members such as elderly residents and 
residents with disabilities by providing programing for all age groups and abilities. One example 
would be to have a workout group for elderly individuals to focus on geriatric exercises. Another 
suggestion is to use UALC members in organizing and implementing events and programs. For 
example, support UALC members in implementing the Night Hoops program by teaching them 
the skills and directing them to the resources they need to make the program successful. Other 
options for engaging residents at any level is to have community residents invited to partners 
coalition meetings, having individual meetings with residents, hosting focus group meetings with 
residents, organizing workshop events for residents similar to the KaBOOM! playground design 
day. One workshop design could be focused around a resident contest to identify a new property 
for redevelopment, then host a community workshop to reveal the chosen property. The 
remaining portion of the workshop could focus on redevelopment ideas for the chosen property 
and potentially establishing a resident steering committee to act as a liaison for the 
redevelopment project to the community.  
Another suggestion is to engage residents in community-based participatory research and 
Community Participatory Involvement by allowing residents to identify, design and implement a 
research project including designing the study, analyzing the findings, and presenting results to 
local stakeholders (Schensul 2010; Whiteford and Vindrola-Padros 2016). In conjunction with 
USF, community teens can be educated in environmental justice, and receive IRB training to 
complete community-based participatory research (Shiel et al. 2016). Harvest Hope Park 
provides new opportunities for engaging residents, such as outdoor yoga in the park, outdoor 
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movie nights, participating in maintaining the park, soil and water testing, and air quality leaf 
assessments in and around the park. 
 
Build Trust in the Community by Supporting the Community 
 A new initiative for the University Area CDC can be to support residents in developing 
their own small businesses within the community. This will develop a sense of place for 
residents while promoting self-improvement and local economic development (Merino et al. 
2012; Shiel et al. 2016). There are a number of makeshift food vendors around the UAC. A 
project for the University Area CDC could be to support one of these businesses in setting up a 
permeant business location within the UAC. Another initiative for the University Area CDC 
would be to work with the Hillsborough County Sherriff’s Office (HCSO) to help officers work 
with the community and rebuild a sense of trust between them. One suggestion to develop 
capacity between police and residents is to address urban decay together by collaborating to 
clean litter and participate in beautification efforts and opening lines of communication to report 
blight, crime, lack of safety, and community distrust (Gochnour 2015, Kelling and Wilson 1982). 
Another suggestion to the University Area CDC is to provide meeting spaces and opportunities 
for residents and HCSO officers to hold open discussions and present feelings of disassociation 
and distrust to officers to create a mutual understanding and rebuild a level of trust between 
residents and authorities.  
 Other suggestions for supporting the community include invest in educating multiple 
employees in a variety of languages to serve the diverse community, diversifying funding to 
maintain program sustainability, developing more community gardens throughout the 
community, potentially at the University Area CDC rental properties, and supporting teens in 
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furthering education after high school through college preparation programs. Residents also 
identify specific services they wish to see in the community including a homeless shelter, better 
housing, counseling, job training, and mental health services. Addressing some of the root causes 
of distress within the community will promote community agency and increase community 
participation in stakeholder decisions (Lewis 1997; Rodman 1968). During long redevelopment 
projects reinforcing community trust is important through celebrating small successes and 
milestones throughout the redevelopment project. One way to encourage residents to reflect on 
their work is to compile physical recordings of change over time, such as aerial images.  
One resident provided the best suggestion to the University Area CDC, “The fact that we 
fail at something doesn’t mean we always fail. Reflection of the University Area CDC will help 
create humility towards itself and the residents.” Reflexivity fits into Gittell and Wilder’s (1990) 
characteristics of successful CDCs, organizational competency and engaging the ability to plan 
and develop projects needed and defined by the community.  The University Area CDC needs to 
provide constant opportunities for feedback from staff and residents after events to analyze and 
reflect on limitations of their efforts and evaluate options for improvement. For example, have 
participants of Paint the Town, block parties, and Art in the Park evaluate their experience 
through short surveys or a feedback box. During staff meetings, the University Area CDC can 
also use short surveys for feedback on events such as community engagement, challenges to 
planning, and identifying successes. The feedback collected will allow the University Area CDC 
to improve their ability to serve the UAC.  
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Support Community Capacity Building 
 The University Area CDC must continue to support community capacity building 
through identifying and nurturing leadership, building social and organizational networks, and 
building a sense of community power and cohesion (Freudenberg et al. 2011). One of the first 
steps is to highlight community voices to University Area CDC partners by inviting community 
members to partners’ coalition meetings and CSAP meetings, and inviting University Area CDC 
partners to community events. As UALC membership grows, this is one of many opportunities 
for members to apply professional development skills and develop capacity to voice their 
concerns to community stakeholders. Another idea is to start a mentorship program with 
community residents. Identified leaders in the community are partnered with other residents that 
are in need of encouragement and support that can be provided by building community 
relationships. Another suggestion is to employee more university residents within the University 
Area CDC to provide a community perspective in University Area CDC programs and resources.  
  130 
 
 
CHAPTER 8:  
CONCLUSION 
 
My research examines the ability of Community Development Corporations (CDCs) to 
engage residents in building community capacity through the redevelopment of blighted space in 
an environmental justice community. Without doubt, the University Area Community (UAC) is 
an environmental justice community composed of a transient, low-income, minority population 
plagued by poverty, blight, decay, high crime rates, and a lack of basic resources. The physical 
and social disorder found in the UAC contributes to the challenges of building community 
capacity within the community. Blight, abandoned properties, pollution, and lack of 
infrastructure create a real and perceived lack of safety resulting in less residents being present in 
the community and allowing for crime to flourish. Despite the historical presence of crime in the 
community, the University Area CDC is implementing skills and resources to address these 
issues at the core through environmental redevelopment of blighted space within the community. 
The first phase of redeveloping the UAC is the redevelopment of Harvest Hope Park and has 
found engaging residents at various levels have built the foundation for establishing community 
capacity.   
In the 20 years the University Area CDC has grown and developed, they have formed a 
strong foundation as a successful CDC in serving the community by creating a strong mission 
statement, forming organizational competency with a board of directors, securing political 
capital on state and national levels, and attempting to diversify funding streams. Applying these 
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components of a successful CDC provides opportunities for the University Area CDC to 
organize and complete large redevelopment projects. Through large redevelopment projects, the 
University Area CDC expands opportunities to engage residents at various levels of 
participation. Implementing the model of Community Participatory Involvement (CPI) supports 
the ten measureable dimensions of community capacity building: leadership, participation, skills, 
resources, sense of community, community power, communication, group cohesion, and 
community capacity (Freudenberg et al. 2011; Whiteford and Vindrola-Padros 2016). The social 
connections developed between residents and between the community and University Area CDC 
will allow future redevelopment projects to be successful and continue to build community 
capacity. My research addresses my research question through the finding that redevelopment of 
blighted space generates the ability to build community capacity through the organizational 
efforts of successful CDCs and CPI methods. 
Within the anthropological framework my research fits into the trends of environmental 
justice research by identifying evidence of the UAC as an environmental injustice community 
and contributing to the understanding of institutionalized responses to environmental injustice 
concerns (Checker 2007; Little 20012; Moberg 2002; Singer 2011). In terms of an applied 
anthropology aspect, my provided recommendations and word clouds can be used to inform 
future program and outreach initiatives by the University Area CDC to the UAC. In broader 
terms, my research supports the idea of use CPI methods in applied research and encourages 
further use of CPI methods in future environmental justice research. 
This research only uncovers some of the major themes identified in building community 
capacity. Future, in-depth research is required to holistically understand the influence of these 
ideas on environmental justice communities. Other themes are evident within this research, such 
  132 
as the concept of bare life where residents are subject to third-world living conditions at the 
hands of absentee landlords. Further research on identifying these themes and how to address 
them within redevelopment projects is necessary. Additional research is also necessary for 
collecting quantitative data on how crime trends and the perception and reality of safety change 
over time before, during, and after redevelopment projects. Considering development is a slow 
process requiring patience to see change, a long-term study to evaluate the ten measureable 
factors of community engagement and the relationship between each factor and challenges 
related to each one is necessary (Freudenberg et al. 2011; Parker et al. 2010).  
The broader topic of environmental justice requires further research utilizing new 
methods and research models. First, research will need to be interdisciplinary by combining 
social sciences with physical sciences to understand human-environment relationships and 
including communities in the research process (Brulle and Pellow 2006; Sze and London 2008). 
Second, research topics will need expanded to new populations and problems such as 
transportation, housing, water, energy development, brownfields, and militarization as well as 
research on health impacts from point source pollution (Brulle and Pellow 2006; Mohai, Pellow 
and Roberts 2009; Sze and London 2008). Third, environmental justice efforts will need to 
demand accountability from governments in structuring social relationships resulting in 
environmental justice struggles and influence policy change (Brulle and Pellow 2006; Skocpol 
1985).  
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